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. BEFORE THE |
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the matter of:

The Honorable Gene Stipe MUR 4818

The Stipe Law Firm

N N N '

BRIEF OF THE HONORABLE GENE STIPE AND
THE STIPE LAW FIRM
IN RESPONSE TO
BRIEF OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL RECOMMENDING
FINDING OF PROBABLE CAUSE
Respondents The Honorable Gene Stipe (“Sen. Stipe”’) and The Stipe Law Firm
submit this brief in response to the Brief of the General Counsel, dated July 11, 2001
(“OGC Brief”), recommending that the Commission find probable cause to believe that
Sen. Stipe and The Stipe Law Firm knowingly and willfully violated the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 as amended (“the Act”), 2 U.S.C. §§441f and 441a(a)(1)(A).
1. INTRODUCTION
Walt Roberts was an unsuccessful candidate for U.S. Congress from the Third
Congressional District of Oklahoma in 1998. Using shards of selected testimony,
assertions without basis in the record and unsupported assumptions, the General Counsel
has woven together a story of a vast conspiracy between Sen. .Stipe and Roberts to funnel

nearly $200,000 onto Roberts’ campaign in deliberate violation of the Act’s limits.

(E.g., OGC Brief at 9, 41).
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The full factualk record tells a very different story. It tells a story of a lifelong
friendship between Sen. Stipe and Roberts, involving substantial menforing and pefsonal
ﬁnancial support for Rdberts by Sen. Stipe, and business dealings between Stipe and
Roberts, over a period of many years. From Sen. Stipe’s standpéint, he engaged in
Several transactions with Roberts during a period overlapping with the period of the
congressional carﬁpaign,_ in which paymeﬂts were made to Roberts personally either for
full consideration in legitimate business transactions or as a continuation of the lifelong

pattern of personal support for Roberts and his non-political vocational pursuits. In

- addition, several of the transactions challenged by the General Counsel did not, from Sen.

Stipe’s standpoint, involve Roberts in any way, but were legitimate, arms-length business
dealing with other individuals, who in turn engaged in transactions with Roberts that the
General Counsel insists were disguised contributions to the Roberts campaign.

Roberts and the other individuals implicated by the General Counsel, including

- Jim E. Lane, Charlene Spears and Louise Crosslin, will presumably be called upon to

answer for and explain their actions in their own responses to the General Counsel’s

investigation. Sen. Stipe can, of course, only be held liable for his own actions aﬁd
intentions as he experienced them and understood them. To be sure, Sen. Stipe ceﬁainiy
wanted to assist Roberts in every way possible as he had done during Roberts’ entire
lifetime, and Sen. Stipe clearly supported and was involved in Roberts’ candidacy and
wanted Roberts to succeed in his congressional race. The facts show, however, that none
of the transactions put at issue by the General Counsel was intended by Sen. Stipe to be,
or by any objective measure should be considered to be, a means of making secret

contributions to Roberts’ campaign, as demonstrated below.



o L ®

In that regard, the General Counsel has from the outset assumed that every gction
taken and word spoken by every individual involved in this case was intended to
perpetuate the conspirécy pre-conceived by the General Counsel. The General Courisel,
in essence, has treated Sen. Stipe’s refusal to assent to the General Couﬂsel’s theory of
the case as an effort to cover up and to “impede and obstruct this investigation.” (OGC
Brief at 44). The General Counsel has treated every honest confusion and gap in
ﬁiemory, the normal inconsistencies ip testimony of witnesses trying to remember
transéctions, and diffeﬁng interpretations of agreements, all as part of an effort to conceal
the facts from the Commission, and has accused Sen. Stipe and others of doctoﬁng '
documents or taking other acﬁons to méke unlawful payments appear legitimate after the
investigation began. (Id.) |

The General Counsel’s allegations of obstruction are utterly unfounded and
outrageous. Sen. Stipe is the lohgest—serving elected official in the United States. His
distinguished career of public service stretches for nearly 50 years. The General
Counsel’s attempté to smear Sen. Stipe with what amount to unsupported allegations of
serious misconduct are uncalled for and regrettable. Sen. Stipe' and The Stipe Law Firm
have provided all documents in their custody and possession that have been subpoenaéd
or otherwise request.ed by OGC. Sen. Sfipe sat for two full days of depositions and
lanswered every question truthfully and to the best of his recollectioﬁ. Neither Sen. Stipe
nor anyone acting under hié direction or with his knowledge ever altered or created any

documents after the investigation commenced or at any other time.
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At this juncture, and with respect to these particular respondents, the Commission
should focus on the facts of record with respect to Sen. Stipé’s own specific actions and .
kﬁowledge. 'fhe facts of record show, in summary, that:

1. Sen. Stipe was not involved in any way in the sale of a horse trailer by
Roberts to Lane for $20,000, which funds Roberts deposited in his campaign account and
reported as a personal loan to his campaign. Although the General Couﬁsel claims that
Sen. Stipe was the source of this $20,000 payment, a $20,000 payment from Sen. Stipe to
Lane at that time was part of a series of payments, long predating the congressional
campaign, for purchase by Sen. Stipe of a parcel of land owned by a company then
jointly owned by Sen. Stipe and Lane. The suggestion that the payment was made by Sen.
Stipe to Lane as part of some kind of scheme to make a disguised _conﬁ'ibution to Roberts
is completely unsupported.

2. 'In the summer of 1998,.Sen. Stipe asked Roberts, an -experienced livestock
handler and trader who had served as an official of the Texas Cattlemen’s Association, to
acquire cattle for Sen. Stipe’s ranch. Roberts has admitted that he misappropriated the_
payment made by Sen. Stipe for this purpose and that, without Sen. Stipe’s knoWledge,
Roberts immediately loaned those funds to his congressional campaign. Roberts acquired
additional funds from Sen. Stipe’s account through Charlene Spears, agéin without Sen.
Stip-e’s knowledge at the time, to pay for the acfual cattle that were delivered.

Sen. Stipe i)elieved that all of the cattle delivered were longhorns, not usable on
the ranch, and demanded his money back. He believed that other, non-longhorn cattle
that were delivered—;'the ones Roberts actually paid for—were part of a different

transaction. Roberts repaid the initial payment to Sen. Stipe within a few weeks. Sen.
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Stipe kept the remaining cattle that Roberts had actually delivered. At the time, then,
Sen. Stipe believed he had not in fact paid for the returned longhorn cattle and that he had
paid a different broker for the cattle he kept. After this investigation began, Sen. Stipe

discovered _the truth qbou't the entire transaction.

Despite Roberts’ improper conduct, his misrepresentations to the press during the

campaign and his failure to report the transaction accurately on his EIGA report, the fact

remains that Sen. Stipe ultimately paid once, and paid a fair market price, for cattle he

. actually received and kept.- From Sen. Stipe’s standpoint based on what he knew and

understood at the time, this transaction was legitimate and arms’ length purchase of a
cattle through a trusted friend with extensive experience in livestock dealings.

3. During the summer of 1998, Roberts apprbached Sen. Stipe about gétting _
paid for previous promotions of the Stipe Law Firm by Roberts on radio programs that
Roberts had hosted in previous years. Roberts asked for $17,000, which Sen. Stipe and E
Roberts agréed was more than the work had been worth, but Sen. Stipe agre:ed to have the
law firm make the payment with the understanding that Roberts would perform additional
services to make up the diffe’rence. Consistént with the longstanding fﬁendship and
business and pérsonal dealings over the years, Sen. Stipe has not pursued Roberts to
perform the additional services. There is no evidence at all that this payment was made
as a contribution to Roberts’ campaign.

.4. Well before Robérts had decided to run for Congress, and consistent with
the lifelong pattern of mentoring and financial sup'pbrt for Roberts by Sen. Stipe, Sen.
Stipe and Roberts had discussed a plan for long-term supﬁort by Sen. Stipe of Roberts’

efforts to make a career of creating bronze sculptures with Western themes. These
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discuésions resulted in an agreement that Sen. Stipe would acquire an interest in Robel_'ts’
art in exchange for payments to Roberts of costs and living expenses over a period of ten
years to enable Roberts to pursue his art career. At Sen. Stipe’s suggestion, this “option
agreement” was reduced to writing. Pursuant to this agreement, Sen. Stipe has made
payments to Roberts every year from anci including 1998, the year after the agreement
was signed, through the present. Sen. Stipe continues to make those payments.

Roberts has not sold any artwork since the agreement other than pieces sold
during his art auction in September 1998, which piecés were created before the
agreement was signed; Sen. Stipe and Roberts disagree on whether the aéeemeht covers
these sales. Although the General Counsel makes much of the fact that Sen. Stipe has
not pursued his potential legal rights against Roberts, it would not be expected that
individuals who enjoy the kind of relationship Sen. Stipe and Roberts have maintained
for many years, would start threatening to sue each other. The fact is that the agreemeﬁt
relating to Roberts’ art was a bona fide agreément for fair consideration.

5. As Sen. Stipe has made ciear from the outset of this investigatioh, as part
of a lifelong pattern of personal support for Roberts, Sen. Stipe also paid certain of
Roberts’ living expenses during 1998. These payments were clearly in addition to thel
péyments made under the art agreement in the years 1998-2001. There is no evidence
that Roberts used any of these funds in his campaign. Further, .there is no evidence that
these payments were other than what Sen. Stipe has always represented them to be—
personal gifts.

6. The General Counsel makes much of an art auction held by Roberts, to

obtain funds to repay Sen. Stipe for the funds Roberts misappropriated when Sen. Stipe
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had paid Roberts for the purchase of cattle. The record is clear that Sen. Stipe did not

attend the auction and did not purchase any art there. Thus, regardless of whether the
auction involved bona fide sales undertaken .in the ordinary course of business, no funds
of Sen. Stipe passed to Roberts at 6r in connection with the auction. While the General
Counsel contends that funds provided to Louise Crosslin by Sen. Stipe Qere used by
Croéslin to purchase art at the auction, the factual record makes clear that Sen. Stipe’s

payment to Louise Crosslin at the time of the auction was one of a long series of

payments to Crosslin by Sen. Stipe in connection with real estate ventures in which they

were partners.

7. At the very outset of this investigation, Sen. Stipe made clear to OGC that
his funds had been used by Charlene Spears to reimburse law firm staff for contributions
to Roberts. Spears has acknowledged using funds from Sen. Stipe to advance or
reimburse these contributions. There is not a shred of evidence cited by the General
Counsel after interviewing all of the staff involved as well as deposing Ms. Spears and
Sen. Stipe, that Sen. Stipe had any knowledge of these payments, at the time they were
made. . |

| For these reasons, the Commission should find no probable cause to believe thét,
Sen. Stipe or The Stipe Law Firm violated the Act, let alone that they did so knowihgly .
or willfully. The complaint should be dismissed and the file closed.
II. APPLICABLE LAW

Candidates for Congress -may make unlimited expériditures from their “personal

funds.” 11 C.f.R. §110.10(a); see OGC Bﬁef at 3. The Commission’s rules define

“personal funds” to include:
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(1) “Any assets which, . . .at the time he or she became a candidate, the candidate
had legal right of access to or control over, and with respect to which the
candidate had either (i) Legal and rightful title, or (i1) An equitable interest;. .

2

2) ;‘Salary or other eamned income from bona fide employment, . . and proceeds
from the sale of the candidate’s. . . investments;. . . gifts of a personal nature
which had been customarily received prior to candidacy; ....”

11 C.F.R. §110.10(b)(1) & (2).

When a candidate sells assets or renders services, and contributes or loans the
proceeds to his'dr her campaign, the issue in determining whether the funds received in
those transactions are “personal” is whether the sale wéé a sale for fair value of assets
actually owned by the candidate, or whether the payment for services was bona fide.
That a candidate elects to engage in otherwise bona ﬁde transactions during a campaign
so that he can use the furids to benefit his candidacy, does not make the funds other than
“personal” or their use illegal. for example, in MUR 4314, the Commission found no
reason to believe.that' a candidate had violated the Act when he caused a loan to his state
campaign to be repaid during his campaign for federal office. Finding the loan itself to

be legitimate, the General Counsel stated that:

The repayment appears accelerated or made specifically for the candidate to use
these funds for his federal campaign. Although this may give the appearance of

wrongful conduct, this appears not to be a violation of the federal election laws.

First General Counsel’s Report, MUR 4314, Oct. 15, 1996 at 7 (einphasis added).

Thus, the issue in the instant MUR, with respect to Senator Stipe, fs whether from his
- standpoint the business transactions at issue were bona fide. It is irrelevant that these
transactions may have taken place during Roberts’ campaign, and that Sen. Stipe also

knew about and was involved in the campaign, notwithstanding the General Counsel’s
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repeated efforts to link Sen. Stipe’s involvement in the Roberts campaign to these
transactiqns-.

With respect to funds pro-vided as personal gifts, the Commission has found that
such funds may constitute part of a pattern of “gifts. . . customarily received” even where
the level of gifts increases in proximity to an election cycle. For example, in MUR 4353,
a mother had given regular cash gifts to her son, who became a candidate for Congress in
1996. Her gifts in 1995 totaled $55,396, an increase of about $21,000 over amounts
given in each of the two preceding years, and her gifts in 1996 amounted to $62,100. The
mother generally gave lesser gift amounts to her two daughters than to her son, and the
son, _the candidate, admitted that gifts received by him from his mother just before the
hotfy contested primary in 1996 were needed because the campaign was consuming the
time he would otherwise have to devote to his business.

The General Counsel found that the mother “provided these questionable gifts to
her son during the heat of the 1996 primary race, when she likely would have been
influenced by his campaign needs into giving sooner and in larger amounts than she
would have if he had not been a candidate.” Nevertheless, _the General Counsel
recommended that the Commission take no further action, “in light of Respondents’
apparent confusion as to how the divestiture of [the mother’s] estate may be affected by.
the Act and its regulations, the small number of questionable checks in proportion to the
total amount written since 1990 and the curtailment of large and frequent gifting during
the ggneral election.” (MUR 4353, General Counsel’s Report, Sept. 23, 1997 at 14).
Here too, the Commission should take into account the lifelong pattern of support by Sen.

Stipe for Roberts, not only in evaluating those funds specifically provided'by Sen. Stipe
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to Roberts as personal gifts but also in assessing and putting into context the informal

manner in which they undertook business dealings with each other.

III. DISCUSSION

A. Background

1. Background on Sen. Stipe

Sen. Stipe is 75 years old. Hé has served in the Oklahoma Legislaiure for more
than 50 years (Deposition of Gene Stipe, Jan. 11-12, 2001 (“Stipg Dep.”) at 8), continues
to serve in the Okiahoma Senate, and is the longest-serving elected ofﬁcia} in the United
States, at any level: Sen. Stipe is also a practicing trial lawyer, and has been a partner in
his own law firm for more than 40 years. The Stipe Law Firm today has offices in four
cities in Oklahoma, including McAlester, Oklahoma City, Tulsa and Mﬁskogee. (Id. at 9-
10).

Apart from public service, the actiye practice of law and c'ommunity activities,
Sen. Stipe has been involved in numerous business ventures over the years. He has
participated in numerous real estate ventures and currently co-owns a construction
company, which was in existence in 1998. (Id. at 12-13). With Louise Crosslin and |
others, Sen. Stipe has, through various companies, developed foﬁr hotels. and several
apartment complexes and other residential projects. (Id. at 18-20; Deposition of Charlene
‘Spears, Dec. 6-7, 2000 (“Spears Dep.”) at 55-57). Duriﬁg 1998, construction was
underway on a multiplex housing project in Pryor, Oklahoma, which Sen. Stipe

developed jointly with Louise Crosslin. (Spears Dep. at 56-57; Stipe Dep. at 19).
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Sen. Stipe has also owned a newspaper and convenience stores, and has for many
years co-owned, with his brother, four radio stations in McAlester, Oklahoma, stations
which they owned and operated during 1998. (Stipe Dep. é.t 31-32). With another
partner, Sen. Stipe has also, for about 25 years, owned and operated a number of abstract
and title insurance cémpanies. (Id. at 33). Sen. Stipe also owns more than 500 oil and
gas properties. (Id. at 26). .-'

- The nature of Sen. Stipe’s activities require him to be absent frequently from his
law office and to travel around the state a great deal. The legislative session in Oklahoma
City runs from February through May, and when the legislature is out of sessioﬁ, Sen. -
Stipe travels to Oklahoma City once or twice a week. (Spears Dep. at 47-48).

Because of his schedule and the numerous political, business and community
activities in which he is involved, Sen. Stipe has necessarily been required to delegate
much of fhe day-to-ﬂay responsibility for running his bﬁsiness and finances. Charlene
Spears, his assistant, essentially runs his oil and gas business, (Spears Dep. at 32, 84-89;
Stipe Dep. at 26-27), and writes and signs 100-200 checks pef month on the Senator’s oil
aﬁd gas account. (Spears Dep. at 89). Spears has signatory authority over all of Sen.
Sfiée’,é bank accounts except.fm;,one personal account (id. at 94), makes deposits for him
(id. at 94;96) and also writes checks to pay bills for the real estate ventures Sen. Stipe has
undertaken with Crossiin. (Id. 107-08, 367, 369, 371; Stipe Dep. at 289-90). It is
common for Spears to write and sign checks from Sen. Stipe’s accounté without

-discussing those expenditures with him. (Stipe Dep. at 290-91; Spears Dep. at 88).
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2. Relationship Between Sen. Stipe and Walt Roberts

As noted, the relationship between Sen. Stipe and Walt Roberts is relevant, not
only in evéluating the funds provided by Sen. Stipe expressly intended to be personal
gifts, but also in evaluating the manner in which they conducted business with each other.

Roberts has known Sen. Stipe for as long as Roberts can remember. (Deposition
of Walt Roberts, January 9-10, 2001 (“Roberts Dep.”) at 49-50). Roberts’ parents and
grandparents were supporters and friends of Sen. Stipe. (Id. at 49). Roberts did his first
volunteer campaign work for Sen. Stipe when Roberts was as young as se;ren or eight
years old. (Id.) Roberts testified that “Gene has always been inherently — been interested
in me for whatever reason. | I feel fortunate in that because he’s always been my friend,
and he’s always had an interest.” (Id. at 52).

Roberts graduated from high school in 1980 and then attended Conner State
Junior College, where he obtained an aséociates degree in Criminal Justice in 1984. (Id.
at 21). During that time, Sen. Stipe arranged for Roberts to obtain a job with the local
sheriff’s office, and arranged for or provided funds for that job. (Id. at 52). Upon
graduatioﬁ in 1984, Roberts attended Oklahoma University briefly but dropped out
because of a riding accident. Sgn. Stipe provided Roberts with a job 1n Sen. Stipe’s
campaign during that fall. (Id. at 53). Sen. Stipe then took Roberts to visit with.a friend
of Sen. Stipe’s who was an advisor at University of Central Oklahoma and i)ersuaded the
advisor to enroll Roberts there. (m at 54). Sen. Stipe paid fo-r Roberts’ tuition for at
least the first year at that school, and continued to provide Roberts with cash for living
expenses while Robérts attended that school, where Roberts obtained his bachelor’s

degree in 1986. (Id. at 21, 23, 54-55).
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In 1985, Roberts attended a polygraph school, and Sen. Stipe hired him to do
polygrdph examinations on employees of convenience stores owned by Sen. Stipe.
(Roberts Dep. at 23; Stipe Dep. at 71).

With the encouragement of Sen. Stipe, Roberts ran for and was elected to the |
Oklahoma State House of Representatives later in 1986. (Id. at 21, 23-24). During his
first term in the legislature, Roberts enrolled in law school at the Oklahoma City Law
School; Sen. Stipe paid his tuition for a full year of law school, but Roberts dropped out
after a few months. (Id. at 21; Stipe Dep. at 71).

Roberts served three terms in the Oklahoma House and worked closely with Sen.

Stipe during that time. .(Roberts Dep. at 27). At the end of his last term, in 1992, Roberts

‘decided not to run for re-election because his family, which was in the cattle business,

had accumulated substantial debts. (M at 28-29). Roberts took a job with the Texas -
Cattlemen’s Association in San Antonio, Texas. (Id. at 29). After a year, Roberts lleft
that job and, while still in Texas, began creating bronze sculptures with cowboy-rglated
themes. (Id. at 37-39). Roberts then moved back to Oklahoma, continued to sculpt, sold
just enough to cover his costs and otherwise supported himself as an auctioneer. (Id. at
38-42, 64).

In March 1997, Roberts wanted to purchase a building to use as an auction house,
and located an old electrical supply building. Roberts' approached Sen. Stipe, who agreed
to jointly acquire the property with Roberts and to co-sign a mortgage on the building in
the amount of $75, 361. (Stipe Dep. at 71-72; Robeﬂs Dep. at 48; Sfipe Answe;s to FEC
Interrogatories, Dec. 3, 1999, Question 4). | In April 1997, in order to remodel the

building, so that it could be used as an auction barn, Roberts and Sen. Stipe jointly
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obtained a loan of $88,271.35, evidenced by a promissory note, which they jointly
signed, and which was secured by an additional first mortgage on the éropcrty. (Stipe
Answers to FEC Interrogatories, Dec. 3, 1999, Question 4). |

In the fall of 1997, Roberts approached Stipe and discussed Robérts’ plan to
undertake a serious career in making bronze Western-art sculptures. They agreed that
Sen. Stipe would support'Roberts, by providing up to $35,000 a year for living expenses,
in exchange for Sen. Stipe acquiring a one-half interest in Ro;berts’ artworks. (Roberts
Dep. at 210-212; Stipe Dep. at 252). A written agreement memorializing that
understanding was drawn up by Michael Blessington, an attorney who represents Roberts
and also uses space at the Stipe Law Firm; the agreement was signed by Roberts and Sen.
Stipe in December 1997. (Roberts Dep. at 211-212; Stipe Dep. at 261-62).

Roberts decided to run for Congress some time in January of 1998, and filed his
Statement of Candidacy on February 12, 1998. (OGC Brief at 6). While Sen; Stipe was
strongly supportive pf Roberts’ candidacy, advised Roberts and participated in several

meetings and discussions, Sen. Stipe was not active day-to-day in Roberts’ campaign.

(Stipe Dep. at 77-78, 94-97; Roberts Dep. at 178-79). In particular, Sen. Stipe took a

vacation in Ireland for approximately one month in the summer of 1998, in the middle‘of
the campaign. (Stipe Dep. at 78).

B. Sale of Horse Trailer to Jim E. Lane

According to the General Counsel’s Brigf, R(;berts has stated that $20,500 of a
$35,500 loan Roberts made to his campaign in April_ 1998 came from the sale of a horse
trailer by Roberts to Jim E. Lane. (OGC Brief at 10). A three-page attack on the

legitimacy of this sale in the General Counsel’s Brief does not even mention Sen. Stipe
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(Id. at 10-12). The General Counsel claims that the sale may not have been legitimate—
ie., that Lane paid Roberts more than fair market value for the trailer, in qrder to support
Roberts’ campaign. (Id. at 10-12). Regardless of the legitimacy of the sale, however,l
Sen. Stipe had nothing to do with it.

Both Roberts and Lane testified that Sen. Stipe knew nothing about the sale of the

et

LR 3

trailer. Roberts testified that:

papp—_——

; Q. ... Did you ever talk to Senator Stipe about where he got the money?
A. I sure have not.
o Q Did you know that the money came from Senator Stipe’s—
i A. No, I did not know that. '
f;’f Q. --account? Well, you never talked to Senator Stipe about that?
" A. . NolIdidn’ttalk to Senator Stipe about it.
ol Q.  Did Jimmy Lane ever tell you—
i A.  Infact as far — if I knew —if Gene Stipe knew I sold Jimmy, Gene—Jimmy
'z told him because I never told Gene about it. I never said a word to Gene

e about what I sold.
(Roberts Dep. at 303 (emphasis added)).

Lane testified that:

N Sy .

Q. What about Gene Stipe‘? Did he ever suggest that you purchase this
[trailer] or give this check —
A No. Gene Stipe didn’t have anything to do with the trailer.

Q. He never suggested that you purchase this trailer or forgive money to Mr.
Roberts? :
A. No, he did not.

(Deposition of Jim E. Lane, June 7, 2000 (“Lane Dep.”) at 116). Sen. Stipe confirmed

_that he héd no idea that Lane had bought a trailer from Roberts and that he, Sen. Stipe,

had never discussed any such transaction with Lane or Roberts. (Stipe Dep. at 175, 177-

78).

- - - =~ \.-’
. . g " - "

The General Counsel claims that Sen. Stipe was the source of $20,000 of the

$20,500 that Lane gave to Roberts. (OGC Brief at 13). The General Counsel further
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claims that “Senator Stipe funneled $20,000 through Mr. Lane for the purpose of funding
Roberts campaign.” (Id. at 15)._ There is not a shred of credible evidénce to support that
charge. The facts are that the $20;000 payment at issue, from Sen. Stipe to Lane, was
part of a series of payments going back to June 1997, for purchase by Sen. Stipe of
Lane’s interest in a pﬁrcél of land owned by a company, Bivco, Inc., which was jointly
owned by Sen. Stipe and Lane.
In 1973, Sen. Stipe, Lane and anothér partner, Max Young, acquired the stock of
Bivco from four shareholders, including Lane. At that point, Bivco owned a number of
real and personal properties. See Stock Transfer Agreement attached as Exhibit 1 hereto.
Bivco continued to develop its properties over the next twenty-plus years, including the
Holiday Inn in Idabel, Oklahoma and several other rﬁotels or hotels. (Stipe Dep. at 18,
152-53). At some point, Lane bought out Young’s interest, leaving Lane and Stipe as the
sole stockholders. (Id. at 162-63). By the early 1990’s, Bivco had developed and
disposed of all of its assets, and the corporation was a‘llowed to lapse. (Id. at 157). It was |
discovered, however, that Bivco still owned a parcel of land, on which taxes were owed.
At that point, Sen. Stipe had formed a construction company with two other partners, |
Larry Bernhardt and Todd Bembhardt. (Stipe Dep. at 17). Sen. Stipe decidéd that he did
hot want to develop the land with Lane,- but rather with ﬁis new compan.y. The land was
appraiéed for $200,000 (Stipe Dep. at 160) and, in early 1997, Sen. Stipe 'agfeed to pay
-Lane personally $100,000 to buy out Lane’s one-half interest iﬁ the land through Bivco.
(Id. at 160-61, 170).
The land was transferred from-Bivco to Sen. Stipe on June 11, 1997. See

Warranty Deed attached as Exhibit 2 hereto. It was égreed that the payments by Sen.
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-Stipe to Lane would b§ made in installments. A down payment of $20,000 was made by
Sen. Stipe to Lane on June 12, 1997, one day after the deed was recorded. See General
"Ledger attacheid as Exhibit 3 hereto; Lane Dep. at 100.

. During 1998, Sen. Stipe conveyed the land to S&B Company, a partnership
between himself, Lérry Bernhardt and Todd Bernhardt. S&B used the land to construct a
motel, which became a Microtel. (Stipé Dep. at 17-18, 155). Sen. Stipe continued to
make payments to Lane dhring 1998, and by the end of 1998 these payments to.taled $68,
481 See Exhibit 3 hereto; OGC Brief at 14 & n. 14; Lane Dep. at 100." At some point

- during construction, despite a clean environmental- assessment fhat had been performed
when the land was acquired, the Army Corps of Engineefs informed the contractor that
the land was partially located on protected wetlands. (Stipe Dep. at 155). At thallt point,
Sen. Stipe stopped paying Lane until. the wetlands issue .could be resolved. (Id. at 160-

161, 172; Lane Dep. at 101-02).

The General Counsel herself acknowledées that the $20,000 payment was one of
a series of seven payments from Sen. Stipe to Lane going back to June 1997—long
before Roberts ever decided to run for Congress—and continuing through October 1998.
(OGC Brief at 14 & n. 14). N_evenhéless, the Genefal Counsel insists that the one

| payment of $20,000 made in Apﬁl 1998 must be plucked out 6f this series of payments,
and treated as an unlawful campaign contribution from Sen. Stipe, because Lane decided |
to use that particular payment to buy a hqrse trailér frqm Roberts. That contention is

meritless.

! The General Lédger , Exhibit 3, referred to in OGC Brief at 13-14, shows a beginning balance owed by
Lane to Sen. Stipe of $16,000 as of January 1, 1997. See also OGC Brief at 15 n. 16. The ledger does not
show when this payment was made by Sen. Stipe to Lane or what it was for, and it appears to be unrelated
to the Bivco land sale.
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The General Counsel challenges the legitimacy of the land sale from Bivco to
Stipe on several specious grounds. First, the General Counsel points out that fhere was
no sales contract for the purchase. (OGC Brief at 14). But Lane testified that it was
commonplace for him to undertake transactions of this nature without a written
agreement (Lane Dep. at 102), and it was clearly a common practice of Sen. Stipe as
well.- More critically, there can be no dispute that the land was in fact conveyed by Bivco
to Sen. Stipe, as evidenced by the June 11, 1997 warranty deed.

Second, the General Counsel claims that' there is no “credibie explanation” for
why the payment was made by Sen. Stipe to Lane rather than to Bivco. (OGC Brief at
14-15). The fact is that Sen. Stipe and Lane were the sole stockholders of Bivco at that -
point éhd that Lane was relinquishing his one-half interest in the land, which he owned
through the corporation, in exchange for a payrhent to him personally of one-half the
value of the land. That the form of the transaction was a personal payment obviously
docs not suddenly implicate a campaign finance problem in view of tﬁe fact that Stipe
was receiving fair value from Lane-—as clearly evidenced by the .Warranty Deed—in a
transaction that long predated Roberts’ candidacy.

Third, the General Counsel cités Lane’s supposedly contradictory testimony ab.out
the timing of ﬁe down payment. In fact, it was staff counsel’s questioning that was

confusing and misleading, and the OGC Brief is equally misleading. Contrary to what is

asserted in the OGC Brief at 15, Lane never testified that the April 1998 payment from

‘Sen. Stipe was the down payment. He testified as follows:

A. I was supposed to get a payment on the land, almost this much, and I said,
if-it came in, we would complete this deal on the trailer. Well, it came in.
Q. That was your down payment?

A. Yeah. Well, that was the second payment.
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(Lane Dep. at 97)(emphasis added).

‘Deeds were recorded before you actually got the down payment?
No. This is not the down payment. This is the second payment.
I thought you said down payment.

No. You said down payment.

Originally I thought you said it. I thought you said you were getting a
down payment. Okay. So what was the down payment?
20,000.

When was the down payment received?

I’m thinking it was along about September, I believe.
September the previous year?

Of ’97.

So that would have been when the land would have been—
I believe that’s when it was done, yeah.

That’s when it would have been recorded the deed?

It should have been recorded at the same time.

PROPROPLOPLOP» LOPOPLO

(Lane Dep. at 99-100)(emphasis added). Thus, although Lane identified the wrong
month as the date of the conveyance—September, rather than June, of 1997—he testified
consistently that the down payment was received in 1997 when the land was conveyed,

and that the April 1998 payment was the second payment.

Finally, the General Counsel makes much of the fact that the seven payments
from Sen. Stipe to Lane for the conveyance of the land were incorrectly recorded on Sen.
Stipe’s books as loans from Sen. Stipe to Lane, and that the records were corrected in -
1999, after this investigation had commenced. (OGC Brief at 14). The correction to the
records was appropriate since it is obvious that these were not loans to Lane. It makes no
sense,' for example, to conclude that thé payment made to Lane one day after the warranty
deed was recorded in June 1997 was anything but a payment in conngction with the land
conveyance. That the information was originally incorrectly recorded on the books is
utterly irrelevant. Further, the “Adjusting Journal Entry” §vas clearly not, as the General

Counsel implies, some sort of effort to doctor the record in connection with this case.
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The adjustment is clearly dated as having been made in 1999, and the original ledger was
pro{fided to OGC before the adjustmeht was made.

In short, Sen. Stipe had nothing whatsoever to do with the sale of the trailer by

~ Roberts to Lane, and Sen. Stipe’s $20,000 payment to Lane in April 1998 was clearly

part of a legitimate business transaction, and not a disguised campaign contribution.

C. Purchase of Cattle By Sen. Stipe

The factual record regarding a purchase of cattle by Sen. Stfpe in the summer of
1998 is confusing and contradictory, and for good reason. Walt Roberts has admitted that
he misappropriated funds provided by Sen. Stipe to him for this purchase, and concealed
that fact from Sen.. Stipe at the ;ime. To be sure, there is contradictory testimony about

what each other individual invoived knew about Roberts’ miscpnduct and exactly

- when—after the fact—each of those individuals discovered the truth. The factual record

makes clear, however, that from Sen. Stipe’s standpoint, he believed that he prévided
funds to Roberts for the purchase of cattle; that the cattle were not satisfactory; that his
monéy was quickly refundéd; and that other cattle were delivered that he retained, and for
which he paid.
1. Sen. Stipe’s Purchase of Cattle in 1998

The essential facts noW known about the cattle sale have been established in the
cﬁﬁréé of the investigation. Sen. Stipe owns a cattle ranch of between 5,000 and 6,000
acres, located near Scipio, Oklahoma. (Stipe Dep. at 63). Sen. Stipe has kept cattle on
the ranch when economic conditions wan'an.ted it, while keeping no cattle generally

during periods of drought and/or low prices. (Id. at 63-64). During the summer of 1998,
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substémtial grass had grown on the ranch, cattle prices were high, and Sen. Stipe decided
to acquire cattle for the ranch. (Stipe Dep. at 185; Roberts Dep. at 370).

Roberts had extensive experience in buying and selling livestock. His grandfather
was a cattle trader, and his parents were in the cattle business. Q(oberts Dep. at 28-30,
42).. Roberts had bought and raised catt(e over the years, and had leased several ranches.
(Id. at 30-33). Roberts worked -for the Texas Cattlemen’s Association for about a year.
(Id. at 29, 35). Roberts had also worked himself as an “order buyer,” an individual who

assembles herds of particular types of cattle for customers by purchasing cattle at

- livestock markets. (Roberts Dep. at 363-65).

Dgﬁng the summer of 1998, Sen. Stipe began to place orders with order buyers
for cattle. (Stipe Dep. at 194). Sen. Stipe’s régular order buyer was S.R. Phipps, who was .
unable to assemble the desired number of cattle quickly enough. (Id. at 194-95). |
Believing that Roberts had already put together a herd of cattle on his ranch, Sen. Stipe
approached Roberts to purchase approximately 70 to 80 head of cattle consisting of
cow/calf pairs. (Roberts Dep. at 370; Stipe Dep. at 185-86). Roberts told Stipe the cattle
would cost between $65,000 and $70,000 dollars, and Sen. Stipe fold Roberts to put
together the cattle on Sen. Stipe’s ranch (Roberts Dep. at 370). Roberts went to Charléne
Spears, who wrote Roberts a check for $67,500 on August 7, 1998. (Stipe Dep. Exhibit
16; Roberts Dep. at 370). | |

Unbeknownst to Sen. Stipe, Roberts had decided to place the order for the cattle,

- with an order buyer in Texas, Bryan Davis, but to put Sen. Stipe’s payment into the

Roberts campaign, as a personal loan, and to use those funds for a media buy just before

the primary election. (Roberts Dep. at 372-73). Roberts believed that if he won the
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primary, his cafnpaign! would receive a substantial number of new contributions, which
Roberts would then use to repay himself and then pay for the cattle when they arrived.
(Id. at 372-373). Roberts testified that, “I knew it was wrong to spend Gene’s money like
that and against his trust. I knew it was.” (Id. at 373). Roberts testified:

I cashed the check to put it in the auction account because I knew that I would end
up paying for the cattle, you know. Because at this point in time, I was not

in intending to do that. I didn’t go in and—number one, I didn’t solicit this entire
I, conversation with Gene about the cattle, He called me in and asked me about

i ' buying the cattle. It was a honest, straight up deal on his part. He gave me the

b money. I put it in the campaign account at that point in time. I-—1I'm sorry, I put
¥ it in the auction account at that point in time just to cash the check and have it

9 ' available in my auction account. . . .

3; (Roberts Dep. at 391-92 (emphasis added)).

% The record is clear that Sen. Stipe did not know that Roberts had diverted the

$67,500 in funds to Roberts’ campaign at the time that diversion took place. Sen. Stipe

L

testified that:

Q. So again, did you have an understanding of what Walt did with this
money— '

A. I had no idea what he did with i.

Q. At the time?

A. I do now.

"Mr. Frasier: You’re talking about the initial payment counsel?

Mr. McDonnell: Yes, the $67,500.

A. Yeah. .
Q. Do you know that he used it on a media purchase for $67,500?
A. I do now. Ido now. Idid not at the time. '

(Stipe Dep. at 201-02). Roberts testified that:

Q. And Gene Stipe was aware of you filming the first ad?
A. Yes, but I can tell you this, he didn’t know about me spending that

$67.500 in this campaign. He hadn’t the slightest idea, and I didn’t tell

him.

(Roberts Dep. at 378-79(emphasis added)).
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Some days after the $67,500 payment was made and diverted by Roberts, Roberts
was informed by the order buyer he had contaéted, Bryan Davis, that the cattle were
enroute. (Roberts Dep. at 373). At ;that point Roberts-- who had not won the primary
dutright, had few new contributions, and had already spent the $67,500 given to him for |
the cattle-- went to Charlene Spears and admitted the misappropriation: (Id. at 373-7{-1).
On August 27, 1998, Speafs then prepared two cashier’s checks to pay for the cattle—one
in the amount of $40,900 and the other in the amount of $20,000. (OGC Brief at 18;
Roberts Dep. at 374-75). The cattle were delivered to Walt Roberts’ ranch, and the two
cashier’s checks were given to the truck driver. (Roberts Dep. at 374, 381, 416).

Presuinably the truck drivers delivered the checks to Bryan Davis, the order
buyer, who delivered them to the two ultimate sellers. One lot of cattle, consisting of 63
head of mixed breed cattle, was purchased from Charles Dooley for $40,900. (OGC Brief
at 18 n. 18; Sales slip produced by Dooley to OGC). The othel; lot consisted of 20
longhomn cattle, purchased from Jim Currie, a Texas cattle dealer who is president of the
Texas Lbnghorn Association. (Roberts Dep. at 382).2

At the request of Sen. Stipe, who beli:eved the cattle Roberts sold had been on
Roberts’ ranch to begin with (Stipe Dep. at 185-86), Lane went to inspectlthe cattle thét
had been delivered to Rdberts’ ranch. (Stipe Dep. at 198; Lane Dep. at 117, 119). Lane
evidently saw the longhorn cattle, and, even _thbugh the longhorns constituted only part of
the cattle herd, Lané told Stipe that the herd delivered consisted of longhorns. (Lane
Dep. at 117-19; Stipe Dep. at 198-99; Roberts Dep. at 382-83). Lane testified that, “I’m

sure he [Stipe] didn’t know what kind of cattle they were because he was surprised when

2 The information on the ultimate purchasers was provided by respondents’ counsel to OGC. Apparently’
OGC contacted Mr. Dooley but did not contact Mr. Currie.
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I said they were longhorns. He said, ‘I don’t want any longhorns.”” (Lane Dep. at 119-
20).

Although the record is confusing and contradictory about which lot of cattle
moved from where, it is undisputed that the longhorns ultimately remained on Roberts’
ranch and that the other cattle were put on Sen. Stipe’s ranch. (Stipe Dep. at 199-201;
Robeﬁs Dep. at 383-84, 393-95). Sen. Stipe demanded his monéy back (Stipé
Interrogatory Answers, Dec. 7, 1999 at 4 ) and Roberts refunded the $67,500 to Sen.
Stipe on September 23, 1998. (Id.; Stipe Dep. at 192). Roberts has édmitted that he
obtained the money to repay Sen. Stipe from the art auction held on September 11, 1998.
(Roberts Dep. at 387).

Sen. Stipe went out to his ranch at some later point and saw the caftle that had
been sent there from the shipment, wﬁich were the xﬁixed breed cattle (non-longhorn)
that were satisfactory to him. (Stipe Dep. at 187). Sen. Stipe at that time assumed that

the cattle he saw on his own ranch were part of a shipment from another order buyer, not

from Roberts: “I thought all of the Roberts’ cattle, I didn’t think, they had ever been.
delivered. And the cattle that I saw, I didn’t identify as having anything to do with the
Roberts’ deal.” (Stipe Dep. at 221-22).

2. Sen. Stipe’s Statement and Testimony

It is clear that Sen. Stipe was confused, during his deposition, about exactly when

he discovered that Roberts had misappropriated Sen. Stipe’s $67,500 payment for the
campaign. He testified consistently that, at the time the $67,500 payment was made to"
Roberts on August 7, Sen. Stipe did not know that Roberts had put the funds into his

campaign, and that Charlene “told me about it aﬁef the fact, yes, sir.” (Stipe Dep. at 208).
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Sen. Stipe also testified that he did not know the exact date when he found out
about the diversion of his $67,500 payment. (Id. at 190, 193). He testified at se-veral |
points that he believed he found out about the misappropriation a few days after the cattle
were deliveréd, on or about August 27, or at about thé time the repayment was made,
v?hich was September 23. (Id. at 191-92, 225-26).

In his answers to the Commission’s interrogatories submitted on December 7,
1999, Sen. Stipe stated that he had rescinded the purchase from Roberts and asked for his
money back because he Eeliéved the herd delivered consis_ted of longhorn cattle. It is
clear that, at that point, Sen. Stipe himself did not know that Roberts had actually

purchased other cattle that had been delivered to Sen. Stipe’s ranch, with the additional

$60,900 in cashier’s checks issued by Spears. Sen. Stipe testified at his deposition in
January 2001 that Roberts “hasn’t told me that until fairly recently. . . . several months
ago.” (Stipe Dep. at 223). Sen. Stipe testified that:

Q. Did you know when you filed this—when you filed this sworn
: statement in December of 199? :
A No, I didn’t.
Q. You did not know that was — or the cattle was purchased separately
by Charlene on August 27", 1998?
A. I didn’t understand it that way at the time.
Q What was your understanding at that time?
A I thought that the cattle were rejected because they had longhorns
in them. I didn’t know that Walt had not had any.

Sen. Stipe further testified that:

At the time that I gave the answer to the interrogatories, I was not aware
that there weren’t any cattle out at the Roberts’ place. I was under the
impression that the cattle had been inspected and rejected because there
were longhorns in them. . . But in any event I didn’t find out that there
wasn’t any cattle out there until just fairly recently when Mr. Walt Roberts
told me there wasn’t.

(1d. at 225). See also Stipe Dep. at 350.



ST

-

e

B BB

...m....
R

PR
Yo
azsas

. 26 .

It seems clear that, during his deposition, Sen. Stipe telescoped'in his mind what
he knew in 1998 and what he had found out during 2000, in the coursé of the
investigation. Having discovered in the last year the true nature of the transaction, Sen.
Stipe obviously had difﬁculty, during his deposition, sorting out what he knew in 1998
from what he knew at the time of the deposition. |

What is clear and uncontradicted, however, is that Sen. Stipe did not know at the
time he authorized the $67,500 payment to Roberts, on September 7, 1998, that Roberts
misappropriated the funds and put those funds into his campaign. Sen. Stipe provided the
funds to Roberts to purchase cattle and demanded that the sale be rescinded when he,
Sen. Stipe, was informed that the cattle delivered were longhorns. Roberts refunded the
$67,500. At some l_zie_t point, Sen. Stipe wés informed of the misappropriation.

| 3. | Purpose of the $67.500 Payment

The General Counsel contends that the $67,500 payment was made by Sen. Stipe,
from the outset, in order.to fund Roberts’ media bliy, and that the actual cattle purchase
made on or about August 27 for $60,900, was arranged after the fact to cover this scheme
after questions were raised in tﬁe press. (OGC Brief at 19). First, the General Counsel
points out that Sen. Stipe was aware in early August that Roberts was planning to run |
new commercials and was aware that money was needed for that purpose, citing an
August 14, 1998 memollisting advertising that had been placed beginning on August 11.
(Id. at 19-20). That memo was dated August 14, a week after the $67,500 check was
issued, so Sen. Stipe .coul'd not have known abéut it on August 7. .In any event, there is
no doubt that Sen. Stipe was supporting and advising the Roberts campaign and generally

aware of the campaign’s activity.
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The record is also clear, however, as discussed above, that Sen. Stipe was not
told, and was not aware at the time, that Roberts used the $67,500 for his campaign. All
of the witnesses testified to that fact, consistently. And the record is also clear that Sen. .
Stipe was in fact in the process of purchasing cattle at that time, from or&er buyers other
than Roberts, an(i in fact receivéd and paid for cattle from other order buyers during the
fall of 1998. See, e.g., Stipe Cattle Ledger, attached hereto as Exhibit 4, entry of
10/22/99 (paﬁent to Sherill Livest;)ck); Stipe Dep. at 194, 221. It is undisputed that
Roberts was an experienced livestock buyer and it makes sense that Sen. Stipe would

“turn to Roberts for assistance in acﬁuin'ng additional cattle. That Sen. Stipe was .
generally aware of the Roberts’ campaign need for money does not establish that the true.
purpose of the $67,500 payment was anything but the purchase of cattle.

Second, the General Counsel argues that Sen. Stipe in fact knew about the
$60,900 payment to Roberts at the time it was made, even though both Roberts and Sen. -
Stipe consistently testified that Sen. Stipe did not know about that payment until after the
fact. Although the cashier’s checks are issued to and signed by Sen. Stipe, Roberts
testified that He obtained the checks from Spears without telling Sen. Stipe. (Roberts Dep.
at 374, 379). Sen. Stipe testified that he “didn’t make out the check” and that Spears |
“had general authority to write checks and transact the business in my name,” (Stipe Dep.
at 207) and that she “told me about it after the fac_t; yes, sir.” (id. at 208). The signatures
‘on the backs of the cashier’s checks may resemble Sen. Stipe’s actual signature, but, in
any event, it is clear that Spears routinely signs his name to checks and other documents.
In short, there is no credible evidence that Sen. Stipe knew of the $60,900 in cashier’s

checks at the time they were issued.



v o e ow

H" " T‘“";‘ ;"'l:" N3 ""!!"Lﬁ ﬁ i il A AR

F

o o

‘Finally, the General Cohnsel highlights the contradictory testimony, discussed
abox)e, concerning exactly when Sen. Stipe knew about Rol;erts’ misappropriation and
thg issuance of the $60,900 in xeplacerﬂent funds—some weeks after the event,
September 23,versus some time after that or the last year. As discussed above, Sen. Stipe
was clear that he did not about the misappropriation at thé time, and his confusion about
exactly when he found out is understandable given the course of events. That
understandable confusion does not altef the fact, which has not been dispﬁted by any
witness, that Sen. Stipe’s purpose in making the payment to Roberts on August 7 was for

the purchase of cattle—not to put funds into Roberts’ campaign.

D. Alleged Contributions by Stipe Law Firm
1. $1 7,000'Paymen@ to Walt Roberts for Servicés

On August 17, 1998, Sen. Stipe wrote a check for $17,000 on the Stipe Law Firm
account, to Roberts. (OGC Brief at 23). Sen. -Stipe testified that:

He [Roberts] had told me that we still owed him some money, we hadn’t paid him

in full for some work he had done, and he wanted the $17,000. He said we didn’t

owe him that much, but he would do some additional work for it, and I wrote him

the check for the $17,000.
(Stipe Dep. at 227). The work done in the past by Roberts for the law firm consisted of
radio commercials for the firm, some of which were promotions of the law firm by
Roberts on his own radio show, of which the law firm had been a sponsor, and some of
which were recorded commercials. (Stipe Dep. at 228; Roberts Dep. at 231-34).

Both Sen. Stipe and Roberts acknowledged that, while Roberts had not previously
demanded payment for this work and no records had been kept, the work that had already

been performed was probably not worth the $17,000 Roberts was requesting. (Roberts

Dep. at 234, Stipe Dep. at 227, 231). Both Sen. Stipe and Roberts testified, however, that
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Roberts theh agreed to perform additional services in the future, to make up the
difference. (Stipe Dep. at 227-28; Roberts Dep. at 234)7 Roberts admitted that he asked
for the money at this particular time because he needed it in his campaign. (Réberts Dep.
at 229-31). Both Sen. Stipe and Robeﬁs, however, testified that Roberts never mentioned
to Sen. Stipe at the time that he, Roberts, needed the fnoney for his campaigh or intended

to use these funds in his campaign. Sen. Stipe stated that: |

Q. He [Roberts] didn’t mention td you that he needed the money for his

campaign? .

A. No, sir, it wasn’t discussed.

(Stipe Dep. at 234). Roberts testified that, in his discussions with Sen. Stipe about the
$17,000, “I never mentioned the campaign.’.’ (Roberts Dep. .at 234).

Sgn. Stipe may well have been aware that Roberts needed money in his campaign
‘at that time. Further, it is undisputed that Roberts has not performed the promised |
additional services.

The record i_s clear, however, that from.Sen. Stipe’s standpoint, the casual
agreement at the time to pay Roberts for work he had already accomplished, and to allow
him to perform future serviceé to make up the difference, was a legitimate tran’sactioﬂ for
fair consideration to the law firm. The informal verbal nature of the agreement was
consistent with the pattern of Sen. Stipe’s and Roberts’ dealings, long predating the
campaign. At the time Roberts requested the $17,000, Sen. Stipe did not know that-

‘Roberts would not fulfill his end 6f the bargain and would in fact fail to furnish tﬁe
additional services promised. In short, Sen. Stipe believed this to be, and intended it to |

be, a legitimate business transaction between Roberts and The Stipe Law Firm.
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-2, Use of Law Firm by Campaign

The General Counsel alleges that the Roberts campaign “used the facilities of the
Stipe Law Firm” for a two-and-a-half month period, resulting in an additional in-kind
contribution in excess of the Act’s limits. (OGC Brief at 42). The General Counsel
asserts that the from “the campaign’s inception in February until the campaign opened its
own campaign office in April, the Stipe law office in McAlester served as the campaign
headquarters™ and that the law firm’s “fax machine, copy machines? computer and video
equipment were used during the campaign.” (Id. at 6). These assertions are not

supported by a single citation to the record of this investigation, and with good reason.

~ Those assertions have no foundation whatsoever in the evidence.

While the campaign made occasional use of the law firm’s conference rooms and
telephones, and several documents were faxed to Sen. Stipe or Spears at the firm, there is
no evidence that the use of the firm’s faci]ities by Sen. Stipe and Spears-;—who were
unpaid volunteers for the campaign, at most—was anything more thah occasional,
isolated or incidental. 11 C.F.R. §114.9(a). There is no indication anywhgre in the
record that any employee’s volunteer activities for the campaign interfe;'ed with the
employee’s comp]etidn of his or her normal work. The General Counsel does not asseﬁ
otherwise.

Sen. Stipe specifically denied that campaign staff used the firm’s offices for any

-extended period (Stipe Dep. at 100). Spears confirmed that Roberts himself did not

spend any extended period of time doing campaign work at the law firm. (Spears Dep. at

195). Anne Prather, who managed the campaign headquarters and prepared FEC reports,

testified that she never saw anyone from the campaign at the Stipe Law Firm.
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(Deposition of Anne Prather, June 8, 2000 (“Prafher Dep.”) at 78). Deanna Coxsey, a
law firm employee who volunteered to deposit contributions and issue checks for the
campaign, kept the campaign checkbook in her home and did her éampai gn work at
campaign headquarters, at Roberts’ home, or at her home--not at the law firm.
(Deposition of Deanna Coxsey, June 8, 2000, at 38-41, 63; Roberts Dep. at 183; Spears
Dep. at 193). |

"Thus, the record does not support the General Counsel_’s assertion that thé
campaign’s occasional use of Stipe Law Firm resources constituted an unlawful in-kind
contribution to the campaigh.

E. Option Agreement for interest in Roberts’ Art

As noted above, prior to the time Roberts decided to run for Cqﬁgress, he entered
into an agreement with Sen. Stipe under which Sen. Stipe would finance Roberts’ artistic
endeavors, in exchange for a qﬂe-half interest in art thereafter created by Roberts.
Roberts timed the first two payments called for by this agreement so that he could use the
f:unds in his campaign, a decision that was perfectly lawful p;bvided that the agreement
itself was legitimate and bona fide. See MUR 4314, First General Counsel’s Report,
supra, at 7 (timing a payment legitimately due to candidate to benefit the candidate’s |
federal campaign does not violate the Act). The record shows that the option agreement
relating to Robert’s art was in fact legitimate and bona fide.

1. Entry Into and Implementation of the Agreement

Aé noted above, while Roberts was in Texas after he left his job with the Texas

Cattlemen’s Association, he began to create bronze sculptures with We_st'ern themes.

(Roberts Dep. at 37). This work involves creating a clay cast, and then paying a foundry
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to cast the sculpture in bronze. Roberts’ ﬁrstl piece was called “After the Work Is Done,”
‘a bronze sculpture of a cowboy resting after a days’ work, which was éhown to
Commission counsel. (Id.). Roberts sold a number of copies of that sculpture. (Id.).
When Roberts returned to Oklahoma, in 1993, he continued to sculpt, and sold enough to
pay his expenses, selling the sculptures to friends and acquaintances. (Id. at 40-41). In
1993, Roberts was comxhissioned to create a sculpture of a champion racehorse, named
“First Down Dash.” (Id. at 57-50). The sculpture was featured in a cover story in
Speedhorse Magazine in 1594, and was élso featured in Western Horseman magazine in
June of that year. (Id. at 57; see Exhibit 5 hereto). Several copies of that sculpture were
sold in 1994 or 1995. (Id. at 61-62).

In October of 1997, Roberts approached Sen. Stipe, told Sen. Stipe about his
intent to pursue art seriously as a career and asked Sen. Stipe to consider financing his
career by paying the expenses for the artwork and Roberts’ living expenses. (Roberts
Dep; at 210-211, 215; Stipe Dep. at 252). Robeﬁs told Sen. Stipe he needed about
- $35,000 a year for this purpose. (Roberts Dep. ét 211). Sen. Stipe told Roberts that he,
Sen. Stipe, would have Michael Bléssington draw up a written agreement. (Id. at 211-
212). Blessington is a lawyer who is a mutual acquaintance of Sen. Stipe and Roberts;
who represents Roberts and who uses office space at the Stipe Law Firm. (Spears Dep. at
61; Stipe Dep. at 263). (The agreement is Exhibit 23 to the Stipe Deposition). |

In December, 1997, Roberts was visiting Sen. Stipe in his office; Sen. Stipe
showed Roberts the written agreement émd had Roberts sign it. (Roberts Dep. at 212).
The written agreement called for payment of $1,000 for Sen. Stipe to exercise his option

to acquire a one-half interest in Roberts’ art for a period of ten years. Sen. Stipe provided



LI o BT S

LT —

:_:"L; rTra—

® i} ®

the option payment of $1,000 to Roberts, at that meeting, in cash. (Roberts Dep. at 212;

Stipe Dep. at 257). The agreement calls for Sen. Stipe to pay a minimum of $35,000 a

year to Roberts for ten years, in exchange for acquiring a one-half interest in Roberts’

artwork.

In mid-August of 1998, when Roberts found himself in a run-off, Roberts

approached Sen. Stipe and asked him for the two years’ payments, of $35,000 each that

were due under the option agreement, for the years 1997 and 1998. (Roberts Dep. at 213,

410-11). Sen. Stipe agreed to make those payments and had a check issued to Robertson .

August 19, 1998, for $70,000. (Rbbens Dep. at 214; Stipe Dep. at 235, 238). Roberts

admitted that he asked for the payment at that particular time because he needed the

money for his campaign. (Roberts Dep. at 410-11; OGC Brief at 29-30).

Roberts and Sen. Stipe both testified, however, that Roberts did not tell Sen. Stipe

that he, Roberts, intended to use any of this payment for the campaign; Roberts testified

that:

[H]e didn’t ask me if it was for the campaign and I didn’t say anything. I just
said, I need money. And I need 70,000 bucks under the art option that you and I

agreed upon. .

Q. . So, _you re sure you didn’t say it was for any campaign purchase?
A. I did not tell him it was for the campaign. :
Q. He didn’t have any discussions that you needed it for the campaign?
A. No. '

Q. He didn’t ask you was this for the campaign?

A.

He did not ask me.

(Roberts Dep. at 214). Sen. Stipe testified that:

Q.

>R >

Okay. When you had a discussion with Walt Roberts about this $70,000
check, did he tell you what he wanted the money for? ' '
No, he didn’t.

Okay. This was on the 19" of—

Mainly because I owed it to him on the option agreement.
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All right. Did he say what he was going to use it for?

He did not. :

Okay. Did you know that he used it to purchase a campaign media buy
and—

A. No, I didn’t.

o>

(Stipe Dep. at 238; see also Stipe Dep. at 239-40).

Sen. Stipe continued td make payments under the option agreement in 1999 and

2000, making certain payments to a bronze foundry company, Heritage Bronze, from
April through August 1999 (Stipe Interrogétory Answers, Dec. 7, 1999, question 3;
Roberts Dep. at 574),' and paying some of Roberts’ living expens_eé, at a total level of
about $35,000 a year. (Roberts Dep. at 571, 573; Stipe Dep. at 269). Although the
General Counsel suggests that substantially more than those sums were paid to Roberts in
1999 and 2000 (OGC Brief at 32), the figures cited by the General Counsel include funds
related to payments due on loans secured by the auction house jointly owned by Sen.

Stipe and Roberts. (OGC Brief at 32 n. 31).

2. Legitimacy of Option Agreement

The General Counsel challenges the legitimacy of the option agreement on
several grounds. First, the General Counsel suggests that there are no documents to
substantiate when the co_ntract was created or when the option was exercised, noting that
the Dec. 12, 1997 date on the agreement ;‘appears to be different hand-writing.” (OGC
Brief at 27). OGC suggests that the option contract was created in August 1998, or even
later, and backdated to December 1997 in order to create a cover fof what was, in the
General Counsel’s view, intended as carﬁpaign contribution. (m; at 30).

of coursé, most contracts are not notarized and there is rarely any other

documentation to substantiate when a contract was entered other than the date written on
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the contract itself. In any event, both Roberts and Sen. Stipe testified that they clearly
remember signing the document in December 1997.. Roberts testified that:

And what was the date that you believe you signed this?
It was in December — it was around — I guess it was that day. Idon’t
know.
What day?
. I guess it was the 12" day of December. I don’t know.
What year was it in?
'97.
Okay. You’re sure of that?
"~ Yeah. Yeah, I remember it was in *97.

FROPOPLO PO

(Roberts Dep. at 445-46). Sen. Stipe testified that:

Q. Okay. Going to the last page where you signed it, your name on here,
when did you sign your,name to this agreement?
A. I don’t remember exactly.
Q. Was it in 1997, you believe?
Al Oh, yes, I know it was. I think it—I think I signed it — I sxgned it the day

he presented it to me, whatever day that was.

(Stipe Dep. at 261-62). The attorney who drew up the document, Michael Blessington,
has told the Commission in an interview that j:he docﬁment was signed in December
1997. Further, if the contract was created merely to disgﬁfse a camﬁaign contribution
madé in 1998, there would bé no reason whatsoever for Sen. Stipe to continue making
payments under the agreement in 1999 and 2000. In shorf, there is not a shred of actual
e\'/idence in the record to support the General Counsel’s very serious accusation tﬂat the
document was created after the fact and backdated.

Second, the General Counsel argues that Sen. Stipe has not received any proceeds '
from the Salé of Roberts’ artwork since the option agreement was entered. (OGC Brief at

28). At the same time, the General Counsel acknowledges that Roberts has not sold any

artwork, since the end of 1997, other than the sales at the art auction. “In response to the

Commission’s Subpoena for all documents related to art sold from 1996 through 2000,
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Mr. Roberts did not produce any documents disclosing any sales had occurred (other than
those related to the art auction and the checks from Lane and Smart.” (OGC Brief at 35 n.
35 (emphasis added). |

With respect to the proceeds of the September 1998 art auction, both Sen. Stipe
and Roberts testified tﬁat.they had a dispute about whether the option agreement covered
the art pieces sold at that auction. Clearly Roberts did not create ény new pieces of art in
1998, between the signing of the agreement in mid-December 1997 and the time of the
art auction in September 1998. Thus, the pieces sold at the art auction were copies of
pieces created in 1997 or earlier. (Stipe Dep. at 255: Roberts told Sen. Stipe “all of it was
created before the art auction™). Sen. Stipe interpreted thé agreement to include a_ll art
pieces sold after the effective date of the agreement, regérdless of when they were
created. (Stipe Dep. at 253-54). Roberts, on the other hand, believed that “any future
works that I did, anything that I had created after that would be—he would be—he would
have fan] interest iri.” (Roberts Dep. at 222). “My understanding is that it’s for future
castings after that agreement of what I did.” (Id.). Thus, Roberts believes that he does
not owe anything to Sen. Stipe under the agreement so far, while Sen. Stipe believes that
money is in fact owed from the sales of art at the Sel‘)tember' 1998 art auction. (Stipe |
Dep. at 253-55).

The General Counsel casts the doubt on this existence of _this dispute, arguing that
Sen. Stipe has taken no action to pursue his legal rights “although Roberts failed to live
up to the terms of the docum.ent.” (OGC Brief at 29). Whether Roberts has in fact failed
~ to live up to the terms of the docur'nent,.of course, depends on whose inté'rpretation of the

agreement is correct. The fact that Sen. Stipe has not threatened or filed suit against
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Roberts, but has let the dispute linger (id.), is hardly surprising given the long-term
relationship of friendship, mentoring and support between the two men. Lifelong friends
do not instantly sue each other wilen a dispute arises between them.

' Third, the General Counsel argues that no written notice of the exercise of the
option was given, even though the agreement calls for the option to be exercised in
writing, and that there is no documentation ;o substantiate the $1,000 payment made for
the exercise of the option. (OGC Brief at 28). Again, the lack of compliance with legal
formalities is consistent with the nature of the relationship between Sen. Stipe and
RoBerts, Ioﬁg predating Roberts’ campaign. And both Sen. Stipe and Iioberts testified,
without contradiction anywhere in the record, that Sen. Stipe made the $1,000 payment
for exercise of the option, in cash, when the agreement was signed. (Stipe Dep. at 257;
Roberts Dep. at 212 (“he give me $1,000 cash right then™)).

‘ Fourth, the General Counsel argues thét Michael Blessington, the attorney who
wrote the document, has been unable to produce documentation relating to these legal |

services, such as a record of payment received or a client file. At the same time, the

General Counsel acknowledges that Blessington represents Roberts, and also uses space

“at the Stipe Law Firm. (OGC Brief at 27-28). It is hardly significant that there is no

documentation of a piece of casual legal work obviously done by an attorney as a favor to
two friends and business acquaintances.

Fifth, the General Counsel notes that, althoﬁgh the agreement states that payments
made by Sen. Stipe pursuant to the agreement are to be tax-deductible, there is no
indication that Sen. Stipe deducted any of the $70,000 payment. (OGC Brief at 28).

What the General Counsel fails to menﬁon,° however, is that while that payment might
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form part of Sen. Stipe’s basis in his interest in the art for purposes of determining capital
gains when the artwork is sold, he would be required to capitalize that .payment—not take
any deduction when the payment is made. Internal Revenue Code, §§263A(a)(1)(B),
1221 (tangible personal property held By taxpayer for ultimate resale including artwork
other than artwork created by the taxpayer). As Sen. Stipe noted during his deposition,
any reference in the agreement to tax dedﬁctibility would not of course control his legal
ability to take deductions: “I don’t think whatever the agreemeht provides about taxes

would have any bearing on how the taxes are handled. . . . I think the IRS regs would

-govern that.” (Stipe Dep. at 258).

In sum, from Sen. Stipe’s standpoint, he made an investméﬁt iq Roberts’ future art
career before Roberts had decided to run for Congress. The $70,000 payment was due
under that agreement. In 1998 Roberts timeﬂ his receipt of that payment to benefit his
cAampaign, a decision which is not a violation of the Act, even by Roberts and certainly

not by Sen. Stipe. Sen. Stipe has continued to make payments called for by the

“agreement, and expects to be paid at least when new pieces are created and sold, if not

also for amounts he believes are already due. (Stipe Dep. at 258). The General Counsel
has not established that the payment was a disguised campaign contribution to Robeﬂé.
F. Payment of Personal Expenses in 1998
In his first response to the Co_mmission’s interrogatories, Sen. Stipe disciosed that
he had péid personal expenses of Roberts during 1998 as part of the lifelong pattern of
support for Roberts. (Stipe Answers to Interrogatories, Dec. 3, 1999). During the
investigation, Sen. Stipe produced documents showing that he paid personal expenses for

Roberts during 1998 in an amount totaling $37,070. (OGC Brief at 31).
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The General Counsel claims that “Stipe paid Roberts’ personal expenses in an
effort to allow him to subsidize his campaign.” (OGC Brief at 33). The General Counsel
cites no evidence however—and there is none—that Roberts ever used any of these funds
in his congressional campaign.

Further, contrary to the assertions of the General Counsel, both Sen. Stipe and
Roberts made clear that the payment of personal expenses during 1998 were gifts, while
lpayments to Roberts and payments of his expenses in 1999 and 2000, including payments
to Heritage Bronze for casting costs, were made pursuant to the art agreement. In his
answers to the Commission’s Intérrogatories,_ Sen. Stipe stated that his payment of
personal expenses for Roberts in 1998, totaling $1§,771 (revised to $37,070) was in
addition to the payments made under the art agreement for 1997 and 1998, totaling
$70,000. (Stipe Interrogatory Answers, Dec. .3, 1999). Sen. Stipe made clear during his |
deposition that the payments made in 1999 and 2000, totaling approximately $35,000 a
year, were made pursuant to the art agreement. (Stipe Dep. at 269). Similarly, Roberts
explained that the payments made in 1999 and 2000, including the Heritag;e Bronze
payments, were “part of the—that’s the option, the art, is the reason he give me 3,500
bucks a month. Actually it comes out a little more than $35,000 a year.” (Roberts Deﬁ.
at 571). Roberts also conﬁrmed that “anything that Gene Stipe paid to Heritage Bronze
in ’99 was pursuant to our art—to the art option.” (Id. at 574). Thus, it is not the case, as
‘the General Counsel suggests, that Roberts and Sen. Stipe. have offered any “conflicting
claims regarding the purpose- or basis of the 1998 payments.” (OGC Brief at 32-33).

The General Counsel further hints that it was somehow improper for Sen. Stipe to

continue to make payments under the art agreerrient in 1999 and 2000, because those
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payments were made “while this investigation was pending,” and .in the case of the
largest of those payments, “after notice of the reason to believe findings in this matter
were received.” (OGC Brief at 32). Needless to say, had sen. Stipe ceased making
payment due under the art agreement for years subsequent to 1998, the General Counsel
would haQe seized on that fact as evidence that the art agreement was not a legitimate
investment transaction by Sen. Sﬁpe. :

| In sum, the General Counsel has simply failed to establish that any of the
payments of Roberts’ personal expenses made by Sen. Stipe in 1998 were used by
Roberts in any way to support his congressional campaign, or that those payments were
other than personal gifts continuing a longstanding pattern of personal sﬁpport by Sen.
Stipe for Roberts. -

G. Art Auction

Roberts held an auction of his art pieces on September 11, 1998. The proceeds of
the auction totaled $148,175, according to the General Counsel. (OGC Brief at 33). Itis
undisputed that Roberts used $67,500 of the proceeds to refund to Sen. Stipe the August
7, 1998 payment of $67,500 made by Sen. Stipe to Roberts for the pﬁch%e of cattle.
The General Counsel claims that Roberts also used $10,000 of the proceeds for a loan fo
his campaign on September 22, 1998. (Id. at 34).

The General Counsel’s theory is that the auction was not undertaken in the
ordinary course of business, but was a means for friends of Roberts to make disguised,
unlawful contributions to Roberts’ campaign through the purchase of art pieces.- (Id. at
34-35). Itis difficult to understand why, if the entire auction was a means to obtain

disguised illegal campaign contributions, Roberts would go to the trouble of arranging an
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art auction to raise $148,175 so that he could put only $10,000 of those funds in his

- campaign. To be sure, Roberts’ principal motivation for holding the auction was to raise

funds to repay Sen. Stipe the $67,500 cattle payment Roberts had misappropriated for the

- campaign. (Id. at 33; Roberts Dep. at 494). But the General Counsel is also claiming that

Sen. Stipe intended fo donate that $67,500 to Roberts’ campaign in the fu_"st place, and the
same $67,500 surely cannot be counted twice as an uhlawful contribﬁtion.

In any event, whatever the legitimacy of the auction, the record makes clear Sen.
Stipe had no role in it whafsoever. At least four witnesses confirmed that Sen. Stipe did
not attend the auction, was not told about it in advance and was not involved in it in any .
way. (Roberts Dep. at 458-99; Stipe Dep. at 282; Spears Dep. at 343-44; Deposition of

Larry Oliver, June 6, 2000 (“Oliver Sep.”) at 64; Deposition of Louise Crosslin, June 5,

2000 (“Crosslin Dep.”) at 62-63). Obviously, having not attended, Sen. Stipe did not

purchase any art pieces at the auction.

. Nevertheless, thé General Counsel contends that a purchase by Louise Crosslin of
several pieces of sculpture for $35,250 was secretly funded by Sen. Stipe because .
Crosslin received $45,250, payable to Greenwood Estates, from an account of Sen. Stipe
on the day of the auction. (OGC Brief at 35). In fact, Sen. Stipe and Crosslin have
jointly developed a series of real estate projects over the course of approximately 30
years, and the $45,250 check Was one of a series of payments made by Sen. Stipe to
Crosslin to pay for Sen. Stipe’s share of expenses for a housing project in Pryor,
Oklahoma, which in turn was one of a long series of real estate ventures in which Sen.

Stipe and Crosslin were partners or co-owners.
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Sen. Stipe and Crosslin explained that they hﬁd entered partnerships to develop
residential real estate, including housing and apartment complexes, including a
beginning in the early 1970’s, including a 68-unit apartment complex called Sportsman
Acres, located near Pryor, Oklahoma; a development in Tahlequah, Oklahoma known as
Greenwood Estates; other residential developments known as Ginger Acres and Song
Bird; houses in Sallisaw; a shopping center in Stigler; and several houses in Fort Gibéon,
among others. (Crosslin Dep. at 8; Stipe Dep. at 19-222; Spears Dep. at 55-57). During
1998, the Sportsman Acres project in Pryor was under active construction; it was |
completed in late 1999. (Spears Dep. at 56-57; Stipe Dep. at 19)."

‘Crosslin and Sen. Stipe also both explained that Sen. .Stipe provides the majority
of financing for these projects,_ ‘and Crosslin does most of the work. (Stipe Dep. at 22-23;
Crosslin Dep. at 9). Crosslin routinely requested funds from Sen. Stipe, and these checks
are typically written from Sen. Stipe’s account by Spears, payable either to Greenwood
Estates or to Crosslin. '(Stipe Dep. at 23-26; Crosslin Dep. at 59-60; Spears Dep. at 367).
Attached as Exhibit 6 hereto are ledgers from Sen. Stipe’s accounts showing payments
from 1996 through 2000.

Crosslin testified that while she did not remember the spéciﬁc purpose of the |
$45,250 check, she was paying numerous bills on the Pryor development at that time.
(Crosslin Dep. at 59-60). Spears testified that she wrote the check, that she did not
remember the specific purpose, that Corosslin had represented to her that Sen. Stipe had
approved issuance of the check, that “I write lots of checks to Louise Crosslin;” that this

was a “[n]ormal conversation, happens all the time;” and that Spears had written checks
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of this size before wiﬂ;out discussing it with Sen. Stipe. (Spears Dep. at 367-71).
Spears’ testimony is fully supported by the ledgers attached as Exhibit 6 hereto.
Regardless of how Crosslin may have decided to use this particular payment,
there is no reason whaisoever to suppose that Sen. Stipe believed that it was for any
purpose other than as another of a continuing series of payments to finance the joint real
estate developments he was undertaking with Crosslin. Crosslin confirmed that she has
never discussed the art auction with Sen. Stipe (Crosslin Dep. at 45). Sen. Stipe
confirmed that there was no such discussion. (Stipe Dep. at 283). Spears testified that,
although she brought the check (payable to Greenwood Estates) with her to give to
Crosslin at the auction, she, Spears, never questioned Crosslin about the purpose of the
check, assuming that it was for the ongoing business expenses for the real estate
development. (Spears Dep. at 369-371).
In sum, there is no evidence that Sen. Stipe authorized issuance of the $45,250 check for
any purpose other than as part of a longstaﬁding series of payment to finance the real
-estate developments he had undertaken, and was continuing to undertake, with Louise
Crosslin. Sen. S-tipé did not _attend the art auction and purchased no art from Roberts.
Thus the record simply fails to support the General Counsel’s charge that any p_roceedé
from the art auction were actually disguised campaign contributions from Sen. Stipe.
H. Contributions In the Name of Another
From the outset of the investigation, Spears has acknowledged using Sen. Stipe’s
funds, without his knowledge, to reimburse five Stipe Law Firm employees in an amount
totaling $8,790. The record makes clear, however, that Sen. Stipe did not how aboﬁt or

authorize these reimbursements in any way.
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The payments were made in cash from a fund maintained by Spears, funded by
cashing of Sen. Stipe’s Social Security checks and checks from ~t.he Oklahoma Senate.
(Stipe Dep. at 303, 310-311; Spears Dep. 396, 398, 412-13). Spears uses the cash,
generally in her own discretion, in this fund to assist constituents witﬁ health or personal
problems, to make contributions to Demociratic party local committees and clubs for
various events and functions, and to pay for an annual Thanksgiving feast Sen. Stipe
hosts for approximately 2,000 people. (Stipe Dep. at 303-04, 306, 313-16, 326-29; _
Spears Dep. at 396-400, 403, 407-08). Contrary to the General Counsel’s assertions
(OGC Brief at 38-39), and in spite of the obvious reluctance of Sen. Stipe and Spears to

- embarrass constituents by revealing personal situations in which grants had been made
from this fund, botl_l Sen. Stipe and Spears did name numerous recipients of grants or
loans from this fund, including both individuals and party organizatiohs. (Stipe Dep. at
306, 326; Spears Dep. at 399-400, 403). | |

Spears has testified that Sen. Stipe knew nothing about his use of the cash fund
for reimbursement of contributions to Roberts at the time those reimbursement were
made. (Spéars Dep. at 428). Sen. Stipe has confirmed that he did nbt speak to Spears or
anyone else in 1998 about using his cash to reimburse contributors, and did not authoﬁze
or approve'any such payments. (Stipe Answers to Interrogatories, Dec. 3, 1999; Stipe
Dep. at 294). Sen. Stipe testified, “Only after the fact and after this investigation started
did I know about it or ever hear about it.” (Stipe Dep. at 294). Sen. Stipe recalls télling
Spears to use the cash in the fund to “help elect Democrats,” a reference he understood to
be to the routine use of the fund to buy tickets to events from local party clubs and

committees and otherwise assist such organizations. (Stipe Dep. at 313-15, 331-32).
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The General Counsel flatly asserts that, “If Senator Stipe was supplying the cash
he would need to communicate with Ms. Spears about the amount in the cash fund. If so,
he would no doubt become aware that thousands of dollars had been sbent on these
reimbursemént_s.” (OGC Brief at 40). The General Counsel cites no evidence

whatsoever to support these assertions, and there is none. There is simply no evidence in

the record indicating that Sen. Stipe in any way knew about, approved, directed or

authorized the reimbursements of contributions.

The General Counsel also suggests that Sen. Stipe should somehow be charged
with an additional reimbursement of $1.980 paid to Anne Prather by Spears, by check, in
what Pfather and Spears believed was a legitimate payment for her services to Sen.
Stipe’s oil and gas business. (Spears Dep. at 465-67; Prather Dep. at 171). There is no
testimony or other evidence at all that Sen. Stipe was aware of the payment by Spears to
Prather.

Finally, the General C_éunsel charges that Spears and another law firm employee,
Jamie Benson, contributed $1,000 each to Delahunt for Congress in what was apparently
an aborted contribution swap scheme. (Spears Dep. at 453). Spears wrote al pérsonal
check; from her own ac;count, for her contribution. (Id. at 456). The General Counsel
asserts that “it is highly probable that she [Spears] used Stipe’s cash to reimburse herself
and Ms. Bensoﬁ for the $2,000 given to Delahunt for Congress.” (OGC Brief at 41). The
General Counsel cites no evidence for this assertion and t}.1ere is none. Ndr is there any
credible evidence that Sen. Stipe knew anything about the contribﬁtions to Delahunt, at

any time.
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In sum, the record is clear that Sen. Stipe did not make, approve, authorize or

direct any contributions to Roberts that were made in the name of another.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth above, the Commission should find that there is no
probable cause to believe that either Sen. Stipe or the Stipe Law Firm violated the Act, let

alone that either did so knowingly or willfully. Accordingly, the Commission should

e,

- ssn

dismiss the complaint and close the file in this matter.

E z’;@-_ﬁiﬂlﬂ £ -i,-;’ :"wuﬁ

Respectfully submitted,

Joseph E. Sandler .
Sandler, Reiff & Young, P.C.
50 E Street, S.E. Suite 300

Washington, D.C. 20003
Telephone: (202) 479-1111

B

. James E. Frasier
Frasier, Frasier & Hickman
1700 Southwest Boulevard
P.O. Box 799
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74101
Telephone: (918) 584-4724 -

Dated: September 6, 2001
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STATE OF OKLAHOMA ) . '
' : ) 883 TRANSFER AGREEMEN
McCURTAIN COUNTY ) O} CORPORATR STOCK

AND OWNERSHIP

)

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS: That,
WHEREAS, BIVCO, INC,, is a corporation, created, existing, and

doing business under and pursuant to charter issued by the State of Oklahoma'
on Lhc 18th day of September, 1970, with its principal 'ofriqe.in the City of.

Idabei, Oklahoma; and,

WHEREAS, BiVCO, INC., has stock certificates and sharés outstanding -

in the amount of Five Iundred und no/100 (8500, 00).Dol.larls. with a par value
of One Dollar ($1,00) each, same being owned and held by the folloWing partics,

cach owning the number of shares set forth opposite _thei"r names, to wit:

R Y A e T Ty T

James A, Wooten : . '125'Sr-ia'res

llewey Rozzell 125 Shares .
E Carl Sherman o . 125 Shares
JR Jim B, Lane . 125 Shares

and,

[

L4

WHEREAS, Bivco, Inc., is the owner and lxolder of the propertleb,

L4
gy

including real and personal properties, as dcscnbed .and particular[y set

|

forth on "Exhibit ‘A" hereto attached, here referred to, and specmcally madc )

a part hereof, and is indebted in the torm, nature and extent set forth and

particularly described on "Exhibit B" hereto attached, here referred to, and i
specirically made a part hercof; and,
Wii1iREAS, exclusive of ihe additional obligations to be by the Sceond

L’arties paid as hereinafter sct rorth, the undersigned stiphfate and agrce

that the corporate obligations, the majority of which ca. rry the pcrsonal
endorsenment. of presentl stocklioiders, are equal to or excéed the fair riarket
cash value of the corporate properties and ussets, and it is thg desire cf tne .
preseni owners to transfer, sei over, assign and convey their ownershipn in

Bivco, Inc., unto the following named parties, each to own and receive the

" = 8 w S8

§
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GIPNE STIPE, MA}_( YOUNG ..)IM L LANE herclnafler r(.f ru-J t. I
"Buyers", “
WITNESSET 1: ° . | R -

(L) Tor and in -considcration 01‘.. tt;c Buyers' agrecmént to assume.
the management pnd control of Bivco, fnc,, to manage and Opg'x‘ﬂ.te'tliq samé
with besc judgment and care, to the end that said cox‘ploration may progress,
iniprove and benefit, toward satisfying its creditors, all of the undersigned .
prusent owners .of certificatcs and stock shaves in Biveo, Inc., do licreby
transfer, assign, set over and co.nvey their stock certificates and owncrship
in Biveo, Inc,, in all of its propcrtiés,: io 124 IR, LcFolrcl_u, Attorney in Mact,
and as Trustee, for the purposes of accepting the sur-ren_der of ‘such stock
shares and reissuil_lg the same to Buyers, the new owners hercinafler set
forth, -

(2) The Attorney in Fact, Trustee, Ed R, LeForce, is authorized,
instructed and directed to 're.issue the stock of Biveo, Inc., | to the :'ollow'iné
nanied individuals, in the amount set forth opposite ,thei-z: naiqcs, to wiﬂ |

Gene Stipe | |
Jim IE. Lane
Max Young

The further conditions of the reorganization afxd new ownership of
Biveo, Inc,, and the surrender and cancellation of ;stocl'c. E&_Seuers. shail
be upon the following understanding, covenants,’ condltlgp%,f__terhas and
agreements, to wit: S S . | : o

(a) Bivco, Inc:, shall evidence its oblxgatlon to formw owners,
Jaives A, quten Carl Sherman, Wand Jxm E Lum-, in thc
arwount of Eight Thousand and no/100° ($8 000, 00) Dollars. .(makmg a total

obiigation of Twenty-Four Thouaand and no/l 00 ($24 000 00) Dollarb) by

separate corporate promu,sory nctes, to be repax.d witho

e
v.

corporate obhgatlons have ge'let ated sufflcu_m amount of,

Cpe
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the same, over and above oper.a.ting".:requirenients atid debt reth'émem_
requirements, |

(b) The corporation shall:

1 (i) Assumeé the exigiing obligation of Twenty Thoussand
and no/100 ($20, 00G, 00) Dollurs, down payx;nem. or deposit, due alnd owing:
to ¥irst National Bank of McAlester;, OkliuLoma, ‘previously obtained and.
paid to Bivco, Inc., toward the purcbasa ol an additional ten (19) ncrn'.;s, of land -
in Thousand Oaks Addition to Idabel, .Oklanoma, or - N

(ii) The corporation will issue and deliver its promissory

noie for the Twenty-Thousand and no/100 (320, 000, 00) Dollars, carrying the

s'um ¢ terms and conditions as the note and obligation due to the McAiester
isunk, or
(iii) Assume and pay, proportionately, Twealy '1‘216usand

ana no/100 ($20, 000, 00) Dollars 01'..su.c:h obsiisation,

(3) Bivco, Inc,, having already recueived the sum of Thirly Thouaand
L 150/100 ($30, 000, 00) Dollars ror iis saie and the purchase of ten (i0) .acr'es
bl tand for the construction of o Flolidey lnn i Idabel, Oklahoma, "Bivee, inc.,
ugries to convey said len acres of land Lo ihe corporate entity "One-0-Six
Cocpocation' and/or other individuals then owning said corporation, uiilizing
the description set forth on Abstract No, 5302, adjusting said description 10
accomodate the erronious description of Lowling Alley property, wilthout
iuirther consideration or vermuncration,

{4) Sellers have personally endosscd and guaranteed the repayment
of sundry obligations of Bivco, Inc., cvidenced by the promissory notes aid
secured b); liens on Bivco, Ine., properties. Sellers agree to remain as
surcty endorsers thereon, And in ‘c.onsidurution of such coptinued pecrsonat
sUuranty and eadorsements, Buyers sgiec that no changés in the ownership.-

or munagement of Bivco, ‘Inc., will be citfected, until (a) written consent cf-»; .. i




|
Scllers has been obtained, cor (b) thg personal oi_)l_igation of Sellers has

. beeir sutislied and removed, _ I’rovidéd, howeover, this instruction and limitation -’
shall not prohibit or limit the right of Buyer, ihe new "Biv,-co Corporation" rroni

l enteriag upon or engaging upon the ful]l., frev operation and .'devel:opment of

B a.m ivco propertiés, joining in joint ve'ntuz-cs,. partnerships, or associations, _

l it being only the purpose aad intém; hereof to retain the good management

l and sound judgment in the_corpora:ion opurutions wiaich shall be .t'uvn_i.shed

bt . by the new owners, Gene Stipe, Méx-Young and Jim E. Lane. | I.,

i '

IN WITNESS WHER2CY, v're.léhc undersigned, 'dcsignaied as Sellers
undG constituting 100% of the owjﬂ.eré, and 100% of the outétanding stock shgre's
in Biveo, Inc,, and we, the unde;-sigu;:d,. designated as ,Buyer.g. and co.nsltit.llzltingll
160%, of the owners of 100% of the shares of "new stock" to b.e'issued by

lsiveo, Inc., have hereunto set out hands on this the égpdéy of M*‘/

Wﬁﬂéﬁ\ |

'.T/XMJES A, WOOTEN

9‘*‘-%' o
HEWLEY ROZZELL ..

1973,

i
i
|
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& Mocular L. bedrocin hamus O $15;du0 00 .

-
HLRRIS ACRES 3 | y
b 9 Lots & %1025 L2 Co : ':'-'.".: ; . BN Total & ;),ch.uu Gras.
59 Lots @ $3500.00 .. . o . . #ogal $2ou.>oo 03 Y

PENT GEICHTS

66 Lota @ '1)178 «i2 - "' " | Dosal :'--:3'.;1:'5',,‘2')"(‘1-‘00'. By ol
"Hmlm..!\D OAKS _ - . o " )
bi 5 Acro Tracta @ $2233,70 < - . Lol m;ac,9ao 60, Ons

&% 23 Aera Tracts © )SUOO co: . T Total, “lLGE OCNwOC v --

i.pprox, 30 acres COﬂmupcial Paana“‘y G$3000.00 Tota1$ 90, QOO. Ja¢iu

. ' L : ! ' "‘ : Tt C ’ - )

N ffotE;S- .t
Tot..l )»1 ju Q")(l ') u)‘

s Trocts and Lota @ $19..0.29 "

VG ats @ $2500.00 - ';;' *Fotal” gL 55000580 ¥4
21 Tracts @ 3500 00 < Potal | (3,/Qcygg,vg, .

SROSHEN BOW

16 aeros @ $1,000,00 -
i6 Aeves @ $2,000,00

| Potal | 6 000 00" u;un
- Potal’ OCOuO\. \H;l u

"h LOUGAL ADDITION
Approx. LOO acros @ @l COO 00

i monulur 3 bedrocm hom«c..f w$ll 830 .00

&1

H:V«lde

5 2 dedroonm Apts .1Ji$1 58, 0604

‘;,UC'J.C'] ‘ :
v '}m..o.. aptso e Vallie“zt X

Coler Dale Addition ‘
39 lots @ $1,500,00"
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Morfey.;.owed-E by Biveo, Inc.

Broken Bow Bank

Pirst State Bgnk

Valliant State Bank

IMirst Home Service Corpov'atxon
First Service Corporation

‘Security Savings and Loan . .

Little Dixie Abstract

Bell, Bruner and Hughes' .

Sky Lark Aviation

Idabel Concrete :

Note made by Carl for Biveco at lt u‘st Statc
Interest to Security Savings (check: to be covcrcd)
Telephone and Miscellaneous = -

Release on Lot 7 Block 17, Harris Acres
Release on Lot 6 Block 7, IIarrls Acres
Wendell Wade Sl

Bill Bex Construction E
Money to be returned on Church lot

Total

Additional Current Obhgations

Bivco's share of street in Pine Acres

Jim Lane, on Valliant Bunk interest .

Jim- Lane, on payment First Home Servicc. ’
Jim Lane, payments on Ray Smlth's house _
McCurtain Gazette U

Ed R, LeForce

Total

Grand Total .

v,

$ 7,500,000 1
50,000,00 .

- 30, 000, 00
206, 310, 23
394, 874,19
91,883, 05.
485,00 .

720, 60 ‘

125, C0

222, 00
1,000, 00
3,104, 74
200, 00
3, 000, 00.
3,000, 00
1,500, 00. -
317.00

451,28

. $784, 964,00 © ©

1,000.00 7
787, 50




L



MAY-28-99 11:32 AM
sl o

Mnlu I.un. Dunu

WARRA NTY DEED This Space Nesarved for Filing Slamp

Corporation Form )
' "l":"l:‘; of Oklahoma MeCuriain Co., W

: . ’ ils instrumont was filed for record
Fnol All Men by These Peesents: 412728 Tiod . Soclogk @
Wt —.PLVED, T _— . JUN 111397

' 4e ong arp
a eorporation duly organized and existing under nnfi"‘h_y_'ylr.ll_ac_'ot'

enre'sdin haok € ©/

: Il'yro
GUMAVAY, Co |y

the Jaws of the State of . ... __Oklahomn__

principal place of husiness s in_____()klnhoma_c.m!llk" ) -' N
. ‘I—

County, State of..._ Oklalioma o mwpnrly of lhe first port, In considoration of the

sum of__TEN_AND NO/100 == ~= == == == ""'-o 'L” "" DOLLARS (310,00 )
im;l ouwr vatuable considerntions, In hand pald, the reeoipt of which is hereby. acknowledged, does hereby Crant,

'ﬂMguln. Sall nmt Convey nn£ QE“.LS‘-‘MQ___I! (34 i “'”L"le«t-p K 7"‘(‘,’

.ti_.__".i..ck-“."..“.r.ﬂ Caunty, Stale of. Oklahomn PATL Y

55’ the second parl, the following deseribed real proporty and premises situate in

-'.‘ﬁ___HC.Ct\E.tﬂin_. ' County, State of___Qklahoma, to-wit:

“fegin at a point 1050.28 fc. South of the NW cormer of Sectien 30 T7S, R24%,

I, B.M., thenee South 863.22 fr., thence NG64° 20°EGL3 ft. to o point on the wast
;uno af 1000 Oaks Drive, thence N28 6'W along said acreet right-of-woy a distance
B 546.4 ft. to n curve ro che left, thence Westerly along said eurve a distance of
::g/.a .6 fr. to the point of beginning, said lands being a part of the W/2 of NW/4 of
ection 30.

togrethier with all the limprovements thercon and appuricnnneces lhéreunu helonging and warrant the Uitle to the same.

TO IAVE AND TO IIOLD sald described premises unto tho sald part.y....of the second part, his __heinm
and assipgns. forcver free, elear and dischargdd of and from oll former gronts, cherges, (axes, judgments,
morigepes and other liens and encumbrances of whatsoover nature, ’

IN WITNESS WIIEREOF, the sald party of the first part horelo has caunsed these presents (o be sifned In its name

by 8. or cocecsie . TTESIen, il8 corporste sgnl uffixed, and attostod by its Sceretary at
&Z- day of.__Jwne 1997_..

S— ] - R 4 24

cldnhnm-\ (‘il;y
r:

mu\u

Ty, : 7 < o :
STATR,QF OKLAHOMA CORPONATION ACKNOWLEDGMENT
I SS: Oklahoma Forin.
COuNTY OF _Qklahoma__

. _mm__,c_;-m_

Nefore me, the nmlorslgned n Noatary Publie, In and far anld County ond Sinte on thll_._bﬁ;‘.l L= _....,...dny of
JTune , 1997 _, personally nppeared Ginger Barmes ‘e’ ., c!.‘- 41-

to me known to be the mc.nllenl person who subseribed the name of the maker thereaf (n lhnk‘rnn!nmku‘rumcnl u,lll

e o e Prestdent and acknawledged to me that__she____exeeuted the same as ﬁﬂrf.o l, Rﬁﬂmﬁ nel lnd

deecd und nn the frvs nnd valuntary net and deod of tueh eorporsijan, for the uses and nurnnllﬁa )llb\:lk d:fb\lh -
Glvon under my hand and sent ot offiec tha day nnd yoar-ladl abova writlen,

My commission explrlss._/j...??/ ¢(‘ QIM,_\,% 'J"Nolnry Publle
24

D T . IR P s o Maniy Ollngy 'iml]tu vinbers < OMa, Qity f -0 e ” T VTN NACich Gashin & iell mm
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11/18/98 at 16:59:22.83

| 1‘--‘
. - .

' GENE STIPE
General Ledger

For the Period From Jan 1, 1997 to Dec 31, 1997
Filter Criteria includes: chon order is by ID. Report is printed in Detail Format.

Page: 50

Account ID Date Jrnl  Trans Description Debit Amt Credit Amt Balance
Account Description Reference
AR - Paul Beshears
) 27197 Beginning Balance
nm Beginning Balance
4Nnm97 Beginning Balance
5197 Beginning Balance
’ 6/197 Beginning Balance
5 6997 CDJ PAUL BESHEAR - LOAN 493.00
i 2890 : .
~i
E:zf Current Period Change 493.00
byl
_; mMm7 Beginning Balance
ih 8197 - Beginning Balance
’; nm Beginning Balance
e 101197 Beginning Balance
,,? 117197 Beginning Balance
i 12197 Beginning Balance
i 12/31/97 Ending Balance
M 1112 1197 Beginning Balance
A/R - Jimmy Lane
: 17197 GENJ TO ADJUST BEG BAL TO
AJE 1-1 ACTUAL
Current Period Change
2197 Beginning Balance
3/1/97 Beginning Balance
41/97 Beginning Balance
5197 Beginning Balance
6/1/97 Beginning Balance
61297  CDJ JIMLANE-LOAN 20,000.00 /
2767
Current Period Change 20,0002 , /
mmn? Beginning Balance
8/197 Beginning Balance
9/197 Beginning Balance
10/1197 Beginning Balance
11197 Beginning Balance
12/197 Beginning Balance
1231197 Ending Balance
1113 11197 Beginning Balance
A/R - Mike Mass
1197 GENJ TO ADJUST BEG BAL TO 4,000.00
AJE 1-1 ACTUAL : /

BA|



- . f' n : .
1/5/00 at 08:48:17.61 . : P .
' : GENE STIPE
Gereral Ledger .

For the Period From Jan 1, 1998 to Dec 31, 1998
FilterCn&cmmcluda Report order is by ID. RepomspnnmedeelailFomaL

Account ID Date Jrml°  Trans Description Debit Amt Credit Amt Balance
Account Description Reference
7/198 " Beginning Balance
8/198 Beginning Balance -
9/1/98 Beginning Balance
= : ' 10/198 Beginning Balance
. 11/1/98 Beginning Balance
Fight
et 12198 Beginning Balance
1R 123198  GENJ WRITE OFF . 493.00
i3 - AJE 122
48 ' ' Current Period Change 493.00
i .
; . . 12/3198 Ending Balance
= | -
1112 1/1/98 Beginning Balance
A/R - Jimmy Lane
2/198 Beginning Balance
3/198 Beginning Balance
4/198 Beginning Balance _
4/15898 ° GENJ to record loan advance from Mc 20,001.00
aje 4-1 Cty Bank that was endorsed to 4
. ' Jimmy Lane
Current Period Change : 20,001.00
5/1/98 Beginning Balance
5/4/98 GENJ loan advance endorsed to Jimmy 10,000.00 I/
AlJE 5-1 Lane T
- Current Period Change 10,000.00
6/1/98 Beginning Balance
771198 Beginning Balance
8/1/98 ' Beginning Balance
9/198 Beginning Balance
9198 CDJ  Jimmy Lane - loan o - 3,500.00
3100
9/3/98 CDJ  Jimmy Lane - loan 2,490.00
3108 .
9/3/98 CDJ  Jimmy Lane - loan 2,490.00
3109

Current Period Change 8,480.00

10233 .
10/12/98 CDJ] JIMMMY LANE-88M - Supid 5,000.00

10/198 Beginning Balance / :
10/698  CDJ JIME.LANE-LOAN 5,000.00



1/5/00 at 08:48:17.83 oL . LR
: ’ GENE STIPE
GeneralLed ger

- ForthePenodFromJanl l998toDec31 1998
Filantelumcludu.Rzponmderubym Report is printed in Detail Format.

AccountID - Date Jrul  Trans Description _ DebitAmt  Credit Amt Balance
Account Description Reference _ .
3147 personal ' ' :
Current Penod Change 10,000.00 ‘/
11/198 Beginning Balance
) 127188 Beginning Balance
iE* _ 123198 " Ending Balance
g : :
S TtY 1198 Beginning Balance
3 A/R-MikeMass _
e : . 2198 _ Beginning Balance
i )
:g : 3198 | - Beginning Balance
nks - 41198 Beginning Balance
F—-: 51/ Beginning Balance
e% " &nms Beginning Balance
” _ 7198 Beginning Balance
”2. C - snms Beginning Balance .
: - . 9nms Beginning Balance
10/1/98 . " Beginning Balance
11198 Beginning Balance
12198 Beginning Balance
123198 Ending M
114 M8 Beginning Balance
A/R - Phipps Enterprises .
71P8 Beginning Balance
31/8 Beginning Balance
31298 CRJ  PHIPPS ENTERPRISES, INC. - 15,000.00
SPE - . REPAYMENT OF LOAN
Current Period Change 15,000.00
4/1/98 4 Beginning Balance
5/1/98 Beginning Balance
6/198 Beginning Balance
mes Beginning Balance
- 8198 Beginning Balance
9/198 Beginning Balance
10/198 " Beginning Balance

11/198 Beginning Balance



Date: /5 3(/ 91

g Reference:_JJE /7

- iy ‘ Description

Adjusting Journal Entry

Acct # Debit Credit
~=% |Land - McCurtain County 1258 100,000.00
8 TAr- Jimmy Lane 1112 84,481.00
«& |L/p - Jimmy Lane: 2006 15,519.00

L oy DA gy

)

Per Gene, the account receivable balance from Jimmy Lane of 16,000 as of 01/01/97, and
all payments to Mr. Lane since that time were for property purchased on 06/11/97 for
$100,000. In error we have recored those payments as loans to Mr. Lane. This entry will
record the purchase of the property and the loan amount still payable to Mr. Lane. The
Account receivable balance for Mr. Lane will be written off.




}

oy o - s e

1
¥

5

Date: /%éIT/??

Reference: [JE /¥

Adjusting Journal Entry

Description Acct # Debit Credit
Alr - S&B 1116 100,000.00
Land - McCurtain County 1258 100,000.00

On May 28, 1999, Gene sold the property in McCurtain County to S&B Company for .
100,000. This balance should be added to the Account Receivable from S&B Company.



Trnit. Sent




11/10/99 at 16:26:19.08

GENE STIPE .
" General Ledger

_For the Period From Jan 1, 1998 to Oct 31, 1999
Filter Criteria includes: 1) IDs from 1143 to 1143: Report order is by ID. Repoit is pnnted in Detail Format.

Page: 1

Account ID Date Jrnl  Trans Description Debit Amt Credit Amt Balance
Account Description Reference
1143 1/1/98 Beginning Balance
Cattle
2/1/98 . Beginning Balance
3/1/98 Beginning Balance
4/1/98 Beginning Balance
5/1/98 Beginning Balance
6/1/98 Beginning Balance
/98 Beginning Balance
8/1/98 Beginning Balance
~— 8/5/98 CDJ]  WALTROBERTS - CATTLE 67,500.‘00
3044
. 8/27/98 GENJ TO PURCHASE OFFICIAL 60,900.00
JE 8-2 CHECKS #4174245 & #4174244 . ¢
" Current Period Change 128,400.00
9/1/98 Beginning Balance
/,.—’—-4 9/23/98 CRJ]  WALT ROBERTS - REFUND 67,500.00
- SPE OF CATTLE SALE . ’
9/24/98 CDJ  FT. WORTH CATTLE EXPRESS 866.40
3130 - WALT ROBERTS #56527 &
: 56625
Current Period Change 866.40 - 67.500.00
10/1/98 Beginning Balance
10/1/98 CDJ  FT. WORTH CATTLE EXPRESS 866.40
3130V - WALT ROBERTS #56527 &
56625
10/22/98 CDJ  SHERRILL LIVESTOCK, INC. - 10,914.88 &
3165 34 HEAD OF CATTLE -
Current Period Change 10,914.88 866.40
11/1/98 Beginning Balance
i2/l/98 Beginning Balance
1/1/99 Beginning Balance
1/29/99 CDJ  SHERRILL LIVESTOCK, INC. - 853.10 _
5372 1 BLK BULL : 'd
Current Period Change 853.10
211199 Beginning Balance
3/1/99 Beginning Balance
4/1/99 Beginning Balance
5/1/99 Beginning Balance
6/1/99 Beginning Balance



_ GENE STIPE
Geéneral Ledger
For the Period From Jan 1, 1998 to Oct 31, 1999
Filter Criteria includes: 1) IDs from 1143 to'1143. Report order is by ID. Report is printed in Detail Format.

11/10/99 at 16:26:19.30

Page: 2

Account ID Date Jrnl  Trans Description Debit Amt Credit Amt Balance
Account Description Reference .
7/1/99 Bcginhing Balance
8/1/99 ‘ Beginning Balance
_ 9/1/99 . Beginning Balance
10/1/99 Beginning Balance
5:# 10/31/99 Ending Balance
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11/9/99 at 11:52:44.22

_GENE STIPE
General Ledger

For the Period From Jan 1, 1998 to Nov 30, 1999
Filter Criteria includes: 1) IDs from 1143 to 1143. Report order is by ID. Report is printed in Detail Format.

Page: 1

Account ID Date Jrnl  Trans Description . Debit Amt Cr-edit Amt Balance
Account Description Reference . .
1143 1/1/98 Beginning Balance
- Cattle
2/1/98 Beginning Balance
3/198 - Beginning Balance
N 4/1/98 Beginning Balance
5/1/98 Beginning Balance
6/1/98 Beginning Balance
7/1/98 Bt;.ginning Balance
8/1/98 Bcgiﬁning Balance
- \/8/5/98 . CDJ  WALTROBERTS - CATTLE 67,500.00
A 2279  GENI TOPURCHASE OFFICIAL 60,900.00 . '\’ "

’ JE 8-2

- 9/1/98
Jor3es  CRI

7Y9r24/98 CDJ

) 3130

10/1/98

/ 1022/98  CDJ
3165

" 11/1/98
12/1/98

1/1/99 ..

' 9/99 CDJ
5312

2/1/99
3/1/99
4/1/99
| 5/1/99
6/1/99

711/99

CHECKS #4174245 & #4174244

e
T

Current Period Change 128,400.00

Beginning Balance ' ' e

WALT ROBERTS - REFUND . 67,500.00
OF CATTLE SALE \ / ; d |
FT. WORTH CATTLE EXPRESS ' ')‘,D Fg66.40
- WALT ROBERTS #56527 &

56625

Current Period Change 866.40 67,500.00
Beginning Balance

SHERRILL LIVESTOCK, INC. - . 10,914.88

- 34 HEAD OF CATTLE

Current Period Change - 10,914.88
Begihning Balance

Beginning Balance

Beginning Balance

SHERRILL LIVESTOCK, INC. - 853.10
1 BLK BULL

Current Period Change 853.10
Beginning Balance '

Beginning Balance

Beginning Balance

Beginning Balance

Beginning Balance

Beginning Balance



. o Page: 2

11/9/99 at 11:52:44.98
: GENE STIPE

For the Period From Jan 1, 1998 to Nov 30, 1999
Filter Criteria includes: 1) IDs from 1143 to 1143. Report order is by ID. Report is printed in Detail Format.

Account ID Date Jrnl  Trans Description Debit Amt Credit Amt . Balance
Account Description Reference
8/1/99 Beginning Balance
. 9/1/99 Beginning Balance
10/1/99 Beginning Balance
i 11/1/99 - Beginning Balance
HH 11/30/99 : Ending Balance
i
et
By
B
i
i3

"

W
it

1,
{






. L'

‘ i 1,1."' z RO
s ».]une ,I§9 o

T Ssns
21300 Outside U+

v,




S e the old-
cst and most important

rodeo,
>rofes-
‘owboy
siation
I. Wells
iral de-
‘cmony
solors.

traditions in the sport
of rodeo. Honoring our
national and statc
flags before cach per-
formance reflects the
strong values of rodeo
folks. In 1987 Jack had

created a watercolor on

the subjcct for Freedom’s 50th an-
niversary rodco program cover, and
the image became very popular. So it
was decided that the mural should be
areplica of that painting.

'The size of the mural-—-8 feet by 24
feet-—-requircd the artist to paint it in
three scctions in a warehouse in Ok-
lahoma City and then transport it the
150 miles to Freedom. The mural is
now mounted on the wall of a down-
town building,.

The town of Freedom is host to

.one of the country’s largest open

rodeos, plus the Old Cowhands

Memorial and Reunion, held every.

August. Additional information can
be obtained from Jack J. Wells, 1830
Markwell Ave., Oklahoma City, OK
73127, 405-789-3920.

RUSTY HOUTZ, a member of the
Shoshone-Bannock ‘Tribes, grew up
on the Fort IHall Reservation near
Blackfoot. Idaho. After a stint in the
Army, he worked at various jobs in-
cluding truck driver, heavy equip-
ment opcrator, construction, and in

movie and television productions.
He also got into rodeoing, but he
soon discovered that riding bucking
horses wasn’t for him. He continued
roping calves and bulldogging steers
and became a pickup man at rodeo
cvents throughout the West. After
moving to Ncvada. Houtz started
team roping and he still ropes in old-
timer rodeos.

In 1980, Houtz turned from his
past hobby of wood carving to
bronze sculpture. His life experi-
ences have provided him a wealth of
subject matter, and he fecls that he
has found his niche in art. Houtz
travels to art shows and rodeo cvents
to display his sculptures. He was re-
cently honored by having two of his
bronzes appear in a photograph in
Archaceological Digest as onc of the
story illustrations about the Chicf
Joseph Ranch in Montana.

Rusty Houtz, Box 483, Blackfoot,
1D 83221. '

FROM FIDDLING to law enforcing
to politician to sculpturc-—all of this

First Down Dash. 32 inches long by’ 24

inches tall, bronze edition of 50..

Walt
Raberts

AllIn All Done. bremze.

by the ripe old age of 31. Walt Roberts
of McAlester. Okla.. can rightfully
claim all of these vocations.

Born and raised on his family's cat-
tle ranch in Oklahoma. he plaved the
fiddle professionally while in college
working toward bachelor's and mas-
ter's degrees in prison administration.
Because MeAlester is traditionally o
prison town and his family had been
involved in law enforcement lor vears,

M Sminnth Six

A team penning bronze titled
Block the Hoke

Rusty Houtz
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BANKS SIDEWINDER
TURBO GIVES YOU:

3
[ L]
O
Rn
[
« Creater Horsepower s
« Greater Torque 2
« Increased Fuel Economy &
- Instant Throttie Response ®
« Lower Engine Temperature

+ Longer Engine Life

BDOES NOY VOID FACTORY WARRANTY

ALL BANKS PRODUCYS 50
STYATES EMISSIONS LEGAL

Vangacures bkt Daa

Bg o

10 190 185

HP L4 NP HP

W Upgrade Your Ford
Factory Turho With a
Banks PowerPuack:-... catl FOR DETAILS!

GALE BANKS ENGINEERING
546 Duggan Ave., Dept. 354, Azusa, CA 91702

1-800-GET-POWER

-438-7693

© 1994 Ga'e Banks Enjineering

\ Reis Ranch .
N Universal Horsemanship

Register Now For The Dennis Reis
Universal Horsemanship

‘HORSE COURSE’

August 1st - 31st "4

o ALL RIDING
DISCIPLINES WELCOME
® GUEST SPEAKERS &

® COLT STARTING
© HORSEMANSHIP
* PROBLEMN SOLVING

© INSTRUCTORS ® BEACH RIDES
® MEALS & LODGING ® PERFORMANCE,
© YOGA & : ' "

TECHNIQUES
® COW WORKING,
REINING & DRESSAGE
® HORSES AVAILABLE

STRETCHING CLASSES

* TOURS

Freedom. . . Awareness. .. Movement

CALL YOLL-FREE:

1-800-732-8220

FOR REGISTRATION AND INFORMATION

“We're a cash and carry family . .. he makes
the cash, and I carry it.”

this was a logical direction for him.
He worked for a year in the prison
svstem before he was clected to the
Oklahoma House of Representatives
at the age of 24.

After three terms covering 6 ycars,
Walt left politics 10 pursue an inter-
cst that had been dormant until he
and artist fricnd Bob Moline went
into an art store in Dallas and bought
sculpture supplics. With no training
and little clsc but motivation, Walt
turned out his first picce-a bucka-
roo fiddle plaver in an edition of 20.
It sold out, and he was on his way.

To datc, his bigpest project has
been the commission to do a bronze
sculpture of the renowned Quarter
Horse First Down Dash. Walt went
to California to study the stallion in
the flesh. and he was given a photo
file that proved immensely helpful.
After obscrving the horsce, the artist
chose to depict him racing. Mca-
surcments helped to make the fin-
ished picce an accurate likencss of
First Down Dash.

The cdition of 50 has each picce
mounted on a basc of black marble
and walnut. Walt rccently reported
that the cdition was nearly sold out.

Walt Roberts, 507 W. Choctaw,
McAlester, OK 74501; 918-423-2092.%r

—

o
Question: What are slide plates?

Answer: Slide plates are special shocs
worn on the hind feet of reining horses.
‘They are much wider than the normal
shoe and cover more surface of the sole.
They are designed to help the horse in
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_ ;lllB}98 at 16:59:33.87 Page: 68
' GENE STIPE
General Ledger

. For the Period From Jan 1, 1997 to Dec 31, 1997
Filter Criteria includes; Report order ia by ID. Report is printed in Deil Forma.

ﬁ:::::: {)Deseripli;; '-':R:;:rm“ Jenl  Trans Description Debit Amt Credit Ame Balanco
- AE1) TS
Grawood =0 * 87 GEN TOADJUSTBEGBALTO 231995537 e
. "AJE 11 . ACTUAL ' e
i Current Period Change 2,319,955.37
. 4';‘;4 Mm7 Beginning Balance
: 1'% nnmn7 Begiﬁniug Balance
“;ﬁ aum? Beginning Balance
g 51197 Beginuing Balance
j_i 6197 . Begiuning Balance
wia 6/19/97 CD] GREENWOOD ESTATES - 2,580.00
'r; 10081 %ALBS EXPENSE ON PRIOR & :
4 g Current Period Cl;nnnge 2,580.00
=a: mme? o Begiuning Balance
.' ) 57 CDI GREENWOOD ESTATES - 11 3,000.00
i} e ' " Cuerent Period Change 3,000.00 SETER
"'- ' , N .' . 197 Begiuning Balance . o o )
et ) .‘,_,'_",5._-.'_'-,_- . 81897  CD)  GREENWOOD ESTATES. 1? 6,000.00 L
! Current Period Change 54,450.00
21m7 Beginoing Balonce
nm Beginning Balance
anmT Beginning Balance .
snp7 Beginning Balance
6/1/97 Beginning Balance
MRl . Beginning Balonce
81197 Beginning Balance
9/1/97 Beginning Balance
1071197 Beginning Balance
11197 Beginning Balance
21197 Beginning Balance
123197 Endiag Dalanco
g?omu Blds, Inc. 17197 | Bcg.inning Balance .
X}?;’l . GE?.JI I%R?AJEST BEG BAL TO 19,322.26 /
Current Period Change 19.322.26 o



-

. . Page: 48
16:59:20.85
_nnam at GENE STIPE
- * General Ledger
oo For the Period From Jan 1, 1997 to Dec 31, 1997
I Filter Criterin includes: Report order is by ID. Repont is printod in Detail Format
. Aceount ID Date Jrnl  Trans Deseription Debit Amt Credit Amt Balsace
| Account Description Reference
- 8 . VST . " Déginning Balance
b AR - Loulse Crosslin . - o
Th 1nm? GENJ TO ADJUST BEG BAL TO 44,350.00
{1 AJE -1 ACTUAL
d
. Current Poriod Change 44,350.00
1M Beginning Balance
N/ Beginning Balance
4197 Beginning Balance
557 Beginning Buolance
' ) 6/1/97 Beginning Balance
s 6/1/97 CDJ  CROSSLIN REALTY - 77 3,000.00
: Current Period Change 3,000,00
1Ill9_7 Beginning'Bnlnnce
81197 Beginning Balence
197 Beginning Balance
Beginning Balonce

'_ o Ending ﬁnlnuc

"Beginnlng Belance

. Beginning Balance




8/17/01 at 16:06:30.88 -

General Ledger

Por the Period From Jan 1, 2001 to Aug 31, 2001
Filter Critcrin includes: 1) IDs from 1108 to 1108, Report order is by ID. Report is printed with Truncated Transaction Descripnons and in Delul Format.

Page: |

Account D Date Reference Jrni  Trans Dcscription " Debit Amt Credit Am¢ Balance
Account Description
1108 1/1/01 Beginning Balsnce
A/R - Louise Crosslin 2/1/01 Beginning Balance
371101 Beginning Balaoce
- 3/8/01 11337 CcDJ CROSSLIN REALTY - LOA 2,500.00
Current Period Chagge 2,500.00
411/01 Beginning Balance
5/1/01 Beginning Balance
6/1/01 Beginning Balance “
6/4/01 11380 CDJ LOUISE CROSSLIN - LOAN 75,000.00
Curremt Period Change 75,000.00
mnsno1 Beginning Balance
8/1/01 Beginning Balance
8/31/01 Ending Balance

4



8/17/01 at 16:03:40.67

General Ledger
For the Period From Jan 1, 2000 to Dec 31, 2000
Fllter Criteria incfudes: 1) IDs from 1108 to 1108. Report order is bx [D. Report is printed with Truncated Transaction Descripdons and in Deril Format.

Page: |

Account ID : Date Reference Jral  Trans Description Debit Amt Credit Amt Balance
Account Description
1108 1/71/00 Beginaing Balance
AJR - Louise Crosslia 21/00 Beginning Balance
. 31/00 ’ Beginning Balance
: : . 4/1/00 Beginaing Balance
— “ §N00 Beginning Balance
6/1/00 Begianing Balance
mnM00 Beginning Balagce
8/1/00 Beginning Balance
9/1/00 Begizning Balance ' ' :
9/8/00 7000 CDJ  LOUISE CROSSLIN 25,000.00
9/22/00 7003 CDI  LOUISE CROSSLIN 24,000.00
g4 , o Current Period Change 49,000.00
S 10/1/00 , Beginning Balance
(G 11/1/00 Beginning Balance
i _ 12/1/00 Beginning Balance
: ,.i,; 12/31/00 Exnding Balance
vz
im
fid
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1/5/00 a1 08:48:17.17

Filter Criteria includes: Report order is by ID. Report is printed in Detail Format.

'GENE STI’E
General Ledger

For the Period From Jan 1, 1998 to Dec 31, 1998

Pope: 75

Account ID Date Jral  Trans Description Debit Amt Credit Amt Balauce
Accousat Description Refersnce
. Current Period Change 50.00
107158 Beginning Balance
s 1nme Begisning Bulance
12198 Beginning Bolance .
123198  GENJ WRITE OFF 1.050.06
AJE 122
Cunvat Period Change 1,050.00
123198 Ending Balsnco
1108 1198 Bogianing Balance
A/R - Louise Crosslin
2198 Beginning Balance
INms Beginning Balance
4158 Begiaging Balance
4/15/98 CD!  CROSSLIN AGENCY 5,000.00
10222 .
Current Period Chiange 5.009.00
S8 Beginning Balance
5/21)98 €D!  CROSSLIN REAL ESTATE 25,000.00
10422
Cumrent Period Chango 25,000.00
6/1/98 Beginaing Balance |
77198 Beginning Balonce
8/1/98 Beglaning Balance
snme Begianing Balance
10/198 Beginning Balance
11198 Begioning Balaace
1211/98 Beginning Balonce
123198 " Ending Balsnce
1109 . 1/1/98 Beginning Balance
AR « Chester Reyaolds -
: 2198 Beginning Balance
anms Begmnuu Bealance
4/198 Beginniag Balance
S/1/58 Bcginning Balance
6198 Beginaing Balauce
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1/5/00 &t 08:48:27.00 .
GENE STIPE
General Ledger
Far the Period From Jan 1, 1998 to Dec 31, 1998
Filter Criteria includes: Report order is by ID. Report is printed in Detail Format

Page: 113

Accouat ID Date Jml  Trans Description , Debit Amt Credit Am¢ Balance
Account Description Reference
1322 : 1/1/98 - Beginniag Blllnc-c
Lisde Dixic Radio, kac.
21/98 Beginning Balance
nme . " Begining ﬁdme
4108 Beginning Balance . ,
SN®8 .. . Begianiog Balmer
6/1/58 - Beginning Balance
7”8 Beginning Balance
8/1/98 . DBeginning Balance
91/98 Beginoing Balanoe
10/1/98 Begianiag Balaace
11/1/98 Beginning Balaace
121/98 Beginning Balanee
123198  GENJ TORECORD K-l ACTIVITY 4,398.00
gg!lg-sl GENJ 1998 activity in draw acet of FRG 5,000.00
AJE 12.12 p/ahip
Current Period Change 9,398.00
12/31/98 Ending Balance
g::lwoo:'! et 1701 Beginning Balance
1158 GENJ RECLASS INVESTMENT 746,915.67
?I-IlEDIB-l GEN! i properiy classifiy expendituces - 32,480.00
tje 1-2 : .
’ Curreat Period Change . 779,395.67
2158 a Beginning Balasce ' '
L)V, " Becginniag Balasce
4198 Beginniag Balance
snRg " : Beginning Balance
61/98 " Beginning Balance
mnre ~ Begianiog Bolonce
8/1/98 Beginning Balance
nms Begianing Bolence
loss Begn'nniné Balance
- 1188 " Beginning Balanes

12/1/98 Beginning Balaace



ety vl

1/5/00 = 08:48:27.22 : G STIPE
General Ledger .
’ For the Period From Jan 1, 1998 to Dec 31, 1998
Filter Criterda Includes: Report order is by ID. Repont is grinled in Detail Format.

Debit Amt Credit Amt

Acconn{ 1D Date Jml Trans Eﬂnlvmcl
Accogut Description Relerence .
17198 GENJ RECLASS INVESTMENT 746,915.67
AJE 1-1 . :
Cuwnrcat Period Change 746,915.67
V1m8 Beginalng Balance .
Wi Beginning Balagce
4/1/98 . Begianing Balance
5/198 Beginning Balanoe
6/1/98 Beginning Balance
mes © . Beginning Balance
/1/98 Begiuning Balance
9INms Beginning Balance
101/98 Beginning Balance
11ms Beginaing Balanoe
f2nns Bepinning Balance
The Vils on 69A e Heginning Balance
- “._\ M\Nnu GENJ  to propesly classifiy expenditures . 32,480.00
Cument Pesiod Change : 32,480.00
Q.m\vm Beginniog Bajance .
i ’ 219/98 CD! GREENWOOD ESTATES 5,000.00
: 10385 L
Cwrvend Paiod Change 5,000.00
Nnpe Beginning w-_.-ran
" R EE ™ ST Y e lE oy '
o , EE G| S whd RR el e, ]

i ! o



"1/5/00 at 08:48:27.44 Page: 120

GENE STIPE
General Ledger
. For the Period PFrom Jan 1, 1998 to Dcc 31, 1998
Filter Criterig includes: Report order is by ID. Report is printed in Detail Format,

Account [D Date Jenl  Trams Description Debit Amt Credit Amt Balance
Account Deseription " Reference '
4/1/98 _ Beginning Balance
) 5//98 Beginning Balance
— s /198 Beginning Bslance
mnes Bcginning Baiaace
8198 Beginning Balance
9/1/98 Begioning Balance _
91198 CDJ GREENWOOD ESTATES - 45,250.00
_ a7 REAL BSTATE
i 9723/98 CDI  GREENWOOD BSTATES - 25,000.00
: i I 2 REAL ESTATE
rid 9/25/98 CD] GREENWOOD ESTATES - . 30,000.00
i 10821 REAL BSTATB
]
e ' Current Period Change 100,250.00
: 10/198 Beginning Balance
§' g 10238  CDI GREENWOOD ESTATES 10,000.00
it nn-
_ Current Period Chouge 10,000.00
, 11/1/98 , Beginning Balance
12/1/98 Boginning Balance
122498 CDJ L.CRASALI- GREENWOOD 6,000.00
3206 ESTATES -
Currcat Period Change 6,000.00
12/31198 Ending Balance
1330 . 1/1/98 Begiouing Balance
Basy rider
188 J Beginning Balance
/98 Beginning Baleace
4198 Beginning Balsace
NP8 Beginning Balaace
6/1/98 Beginning Bulance
mes _Begianing Balance
8198 Beginning Balance
onmpe Beginning Bolence
107198 Beginning Balance
11/1/98 Beginaing Bslance

121/98 " " Beginning Balunce
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1/501 a1 11:18:20.44 Page: 42
. GENE STIPE
General Ledger
? For the Period From Jan 1, 1999 to Dec 31, 1999
Filter Criteria includes: Report order is by LD. Report s printed with Trunoated Transoction Descriptions and in Detail Format.
Account ID Date Refcrence  Jenl Trans Dhcripﬁon Debit Ame Credit Amt Dalasnee -
Account Description
AR - Louise Crosslin 2/1/99 Beginning Balaoce
2/4199 10243 CDJ CROSSLINREALTY -COM - 10,041.00
1199 10246 CD}  CROSSLIN REALTY - COM 20,000.00
: * Current Period Change 30,041.00
nn9 Beginniag Balance )
ANy Beginniog Balance
599 Beginning Balance
6/1/99 Beginning Balonce
MNPy Boginning Balance
199 Bceginning Balance
8/30/99 10736 CDJ  LOUISE CROSSLIN REALT 40,000.00
" Cutrent Period Change 40,000.00
199 Beginning Balonce
9/17199 SPE - CR)  LOUISE CROSSLIN.PAY 60,000.00
CQurrent Period Change 60,000.00
10199 Boginning Balance
111199 ) Beginaing Bolance
1174/9% 10848 CDJ  LOUISE CROSSLIN-1? 22,000.00
' Current Period Change 22,000.00
121199 . Beglaning Balance
12R1/9% . Ending Balance

a—e cwmes  amese
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1/5/01 ot 11:18:22.97 : . Page: 67
- GENE STIPE
General Ledger
For the Periad From Jan 1, 1999 to Dec 31, 1999
Filter Criteria includcs: Rgpon order is by LD. Report is printed with Truncoted Transaction Descriptions and in Detsil Format,
Account ID Date Refereace Jral  Trans Description Dcbit Amt Credit Ame Balance
Account Description . .
Current Period Change 275,380.80
9199 Beginning Balance
101199 Beginning Balance
11199 Beginning Balance
11/13/99 TRES CRJ  VILLAS-REIN VILLASFR 417,000.80
Current Period Change 417,000.80
L2/1/99 Boginning Balance . :
123199 Ending Balance
1335 V159 Beginning Balance
-Luw Office Bldg, Inc. 21199 Beginaing Balaucs .
2/1089 5379 CDJ  STIPE LAW OFFICE TRUS 7,200.00
Current Period Change 7.200.00
3nM Beginning Balance
4199 Beginning Balance
SN Beginning Balanco
6/1/99 Beginning Balance
mnnRY Beginning Balance
8119 Beginniag Balance
9199 Bcginning Balance
10/1/99 Begianing Balonce -
117399 Beginning Bslance
117399 SPE CR]  RICHARD L. GOSSETT - 45 265.57
Current Period Change 265.57
12199 Beginning Balance
123199 TR GENJ 1o record s-corp activity 1324.00
Current Period Change 1,324.00 -
12/31599 Ending Balance
1341 1/1/99 Beginning Balance
Montgomery Ward Bldg.  1/28/59 1030 CDJ TEMPLARLEASING & CO 120,000.00
Current Pesiod Change 120,000.00
2199 Beginning Balance
2/4/9% 1038 CDJ TERRYDONMILLER- 12 1,125.00
Current Period Change 1,125.00
nng Beginaing Balance
4/1/99 Boginning Balance
SR Beginaing Balance
&9 , Beginning Balance . }
62199 1013 €D} THROGERS - mw - repairs 264.14
Current Period Change 264.14
1MN9 Beginning Bolance '
anms Beginning Balance
189 Beginaing Balance
10/1/99 Beginning Belance
1NN Beginning Balance :
1173199 1180 CDJ ALBERTJARRETT-MWB 200.00
1112m 1181 CDI JOHNIJARRETT - MW BLD 190.00
113595 1182 CDJ ' CARY WINDOW - MW BL 190.00
11389 118 CDJ THROGERS - MW BLDG. 102.87
117359 1184 CDJ BILLEDWARDS-MWBL 387.00 .
Curvent Petiod Change 1,069.87
12/199 Beginning Balance
12/8/99 6109 CD] MILLER BROTHERS ENTE 6,227.40
127859 6110 CDI  WINSLETT HEATING, AIR 222264
12/16/99 §124 ¢D1]  MILLER BROTHERS - INV 189.93
122199 1063 CD]  WINSLETTHEATING - M 794.62
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